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WASHINGTON, D.C., AIRPORTS

TU ES DA Y,  MARC H 19, 1963

H ouse of R epr ese ntative s,
S ubc omm itte e on T ransportation  and Aero nau tics of 

the Com mittee  on I nter state and F oreign Commerce,
W ashington, D.G.

The subcommittee met, pursuant  to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
1334, Longworth Building, Hon. Samuel N. Friedel presiding.

Mr. F riedel. The meeting will come to order, please.
The Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics this morning 

is conducting hearings on four bills having  to do wi th the adminis tra
tion of  the Washington  national airports.

One of these bills, introduced by Mr. Williams—H.R.  826—would 
create a National Capita l Airp orts  Corporation which, subject to  the 
direction of the Adm inis trato r of the Federal Aviation  Agency, would 
have control over and responsibility  for  the operation and maintenance 
of the airports both a t Gravel ly Point—that is Washington  National 
Airpo rt—and Chantilly, known as Dulles.

The other three bills are identical: H.R. 3328, introduced by Mr. 
Long of Maryland; H.R. 3406 by Mr. Lankford and H.R. 2081 which 
I introduced. These bills would create a new’ agency know’ll as the 
Washington Airports  Board,  independent and outside of the juri s
diction of the Adm inist rator of the FAA, which Board  would have 
control over operation and maintenance of these tw o airports .

Without  objection, the  bills and any agency reports will appear a t 
this point in the record.

(The bills and reports follow:)
[H .R . 826, 88 th  Con g., 1 st  se ss .]

A B IL L  To  cr ea te  th e N at io nal  C a p it a l A ir port s C or po ra tion , to  pr ov id e fo r th e op er at io n 
of  th e  fe de ra lly  ow ned civi l a ir p o rt s  In th e D is tr ic t of  Colum bia o r it s  vi ci ni ty  by the 
C orp or at io n, an d fo r o th er  pu rp os es .

Be i t enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives  o f the  United, States 
of America in Congress assembled. That this Act may be cited as the “National 
Capital Airports Corporation Act”.

Sec. 2. There is hereby  cre ate d as an agency of the Uni ted States,  subject to 
the  direction of the  Ad minis tra tor  of the  Fed era l Avia tion Agency (he rea fter 
in thi s Act refe rred  to  as the  “Ad minis tra tor”), a body corporate  to be known 
as the  Nat ional Capi tal Ai rpo rts  Corporation (hereafte r in thi s Act referre d to 
as the  “Corporation” ). The  Corp orat ion shall have control over, and responsi
bili ty for. the  operation, maintenance , and protectio n of (1) the  Washington 
Nat ional Airport, and (2) the  air po rt constructed  und er the Act ent itled “An 
Act to author ize  the construction, protect ion, operation , and  main tenance of a 
public  air po rt in or in the  vic ini ty of the Distr ict  of Columbia”, approved Sep
tember 7,1950 (D.C. Code. secs. 7-1401 to 7-1412, inclusive).

Sec. 3. The  Corporation shall  have perpetual succession unless dissolved by 
Act o f Congress.
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Sec. 4. The Corporation shall have i ts principal office in the Distric t of Colum
bia or  at  one of the airpor ts referred to in section 2 of this Act, and may establish 
at such ai rports such other offices of the Corporation as the Adminis trator may 
prescribe. For purposes of venue in civil actions, the Corporation shall be 
deemed to be a resident of each of the jurisdictions in which such offices have 
been established.

Sec. 5. (a)  The Congress hereby declares t hat it is in the public interest that, 
to the maximum extent practicable but subject to and in accordance with the 
requirements imposed by subsections (b) , (c) , and (d) of this section and by 
other provisions of this Act, the operation  of any airp ort transferred to the 
Corporation, including the determination of rates and charges for space, facilities, 
and services, be effected on a self-sustained business enterprise basis consistent 
with sound commercial practices. In the  exercise and performance of its powers 
and duties under th is Act but subject to  and in accordance with the requirements 
imposed by such subsections and by other provisions of this  Act, the  Corporation 
shall give due consideration and effect to the congressional policy set forth in 
this  subsection.

(b) The rates and charges for  space, facilities, and services shall be fa ir and 
reasonable and shall be consistent with the rate s and charges of a similar  nature 
at  comparable airpor ts within the United States. The annual budget program 
of the Corporation, as required to be submitted to the Congress by section 103 
of the Government Corporation Control Act, shall set forth a statem ent of, and 
the basis for, such ra tes and charges.

(c) In the determination of such rat es and charges, each airport under the 
jurisd iction  of the Corporation shall be considered as a separate entity and the 
Corporation shall give due consideration to the costs of operation of, and the 
amount of the  capital investment in, the  airport concerned, including interest  
and depreciation on such investment. For  the  purposes of this subsection—

(1) in the case of any project for  airport development begun on or after 
the date of enactment of the Federal Airport  Act, the capital investment 
shall not include the amount which would have been furnished by the United 
States  under the provisions of the Federal Airport Act. if such project had 
been completed in accordance with a grant agreement entered into between 
the United States and a local public agency with maximum Federal grants- 
in-aid under the provisions of such Act as in effect at  the time of the begin
ning of such project, and in accordance with the policies followed by the 
United States  in the programming of funds available under such Act for 
Federal aid to airports a t such tim e; and

(2) in the case of any project for  airport development completed before 
the date of enactment of the Federa l Airport Act. the capital investment 
shall not include the amount which would have been furnished by the 
United State s under the provisions of the Federal Airport Act, if such 
project had been completed by a local public agency with maximum Federal 
grants-in-aid under the provisions of such Act as in effect on the day 
immediately following the date of i ts enactment, and in accordance with the 
policies of the United States first established with respect to the programming 
of funds available thereunder.

(d) Except as provided in sections 13 and 14 of this Act, the Corporation shall 
fix for any Federa l agency, for the use by such agency of space, facilities, and 
services, rate s and charges based on th e actual cost to the Corporation of pro
viding such space, facilities, and services, but in no event greater than  the rates 
and charges fixed for non-Federal users of such space, facilities, and services. 
The Corporation and the using Federal agency may agree tha t such agency 
shall pay to the Corporation, for the aggregate of the  space, fac ilities, and serv
ices to be provided by the Corporation durin g any fiscal year, a lump sum equal 
to the amuont (estimated as soon as practicable afte r the beginning of such 
fiscal year) agreed upon as the aggregate of the  ra tes and charges which will be 
incurred by such agency during such fiscal year.

Sec. 6. The Corporation shall have the following powers:
(1) To adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal.
(2) To adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules, and regulations governing 

the conduct of its business and the performance of the powers and duties 
granted to or imposed upon i t by law.

(3) To sue and be sued in its corporate name.
(4) To have the priority of the United States with respect to the payment 

of debts out of bankrupt, insolvent, or decedent’s esta tes.
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(5) To the extent  necessa ry to provide  public air po rt faciliti es and  serv
ices a dequate  to  a nt ici pa te and meet the needs of p ersons and prop erty  mov
ing in ai r commerce an d tenant s of ai rpor t property, and to car ry out  the 
provisions of thi s Act—

(A) to acquire, by purchase or lease  any  proper ty, real, personal, or 
mixed, tangible or intangible , or any  int ere st th er ei n:

(B) to const ruc t buildings and other improvements (inc luding access 
road s) on proper ty so acquired by the  Corporatio n:

(C) to hold, ma intain , use, and ope rate  proper ty acquired or con
stru cted  by the  Corporation, provide services  in connection therewi th, 
and charge for the use  of such property and fo r such serv ices;  and

(D) to en ter  into contract s, leases, cooperativ e agreements, or oth er 
transactio ns in the conduct of its business,  on such terms and in such 
manner as it  may deem appropriate (including terms  requ iring  a con
tra ctor  or lessee to alt er,  repa ir, or improve proper ty of the  Corpora
tion),  with any  agency or instrumenta lity  of the  United States, or with 
the  Sta te of Virg inia  (including any polit ical subdivision the reo f), or 
the  Distr ict  of Columbia , or with  any person, firm, association,  or cor
poration.

(6) To acquire , by condem nation,  rea l prop erty  essentia l to the  use of 
the  airport concerned by ai rc ra ft being operated  in ai r commerce and to 
provide for fac ilit ies  and  services thereon necessary to the  use  of the  a irp or t 
by such air cra ft.

(7) To accept gif ts or donations of services, or  of property, real, per
sonal, or mixed, tangib le or intang lible, in aid  of an y of the  purposes of the  
Corporation.

(8) To sell or otherw ise dispose of prop erty  acquired or cons tructed by 
the  Corporation a t such  time, in such manner, and  to the extent  deemed 
necessary or appro pri ate  by the Admin istrator to ca rry  out the purposes  
of th e Corporation, in accordance with  the Federal  Pro per ty and Admin istra
tive  Services Act of 1949 and section 13(g) of the  Surplus Proper ty Act of 
1944 (50 App. U.S.C. 1622 (g) ).

(9) To appoin t, in accordance with  the  civil serv ice laws and regula
tions, such officers, attorneys , agents, and  employees as may be necessary 
to car ry out the  prov ision s of thi s Act; to fix th ei r compensation  in ac
cordance with the prov isions of the  Classification Act of 1949, as am end ed; 
and to define th eir  author ity  and duties.

(10) To determine the  cha rac ter  of and the necessity for  its  obligations  
and  expenditures, and  the  manner in which they shal l be incurred, allowed, 
and  paid, subject to the provis ions of this Act and oth er provis ions of 
law specifically appl icab le to Government corporations.

(11) To execute,  in accordance  with  its bylaws, miles, and regulations, 
all  inst rum ents necessary or app rop ria te in the  exercise  of any of its  
powers.

(12) To set tle  and ad ju st  claims held by the  Corporation aga ins t oth er 
persons or par tie s and  claims  by other persons or  parties aga ins t the  
Corpora tion.

(13) To take such act ion as may lie necessary  or app rop ria te to carry  
out  the  powers conferred upon the Corixi rat ion.

Sec. 7. The Corporation is authorized  to tra nsfer to any Federal  agency or 
any agency of the Sta te of Virginia under mutually acceptable term s and con
dit ions any  access road (or portion  thereof)  to the  add itional  Washington 
ai rp or t authorized by the  Act entit led “An Act to autho rize the construct ion, 
protection , operat ion, and mainten ance of a public  ai rjx irt  in or in the  vicinity  
of the  Distr ict  of Columbia”, approved Septem ber 7, 1950 (D.C. Code, secs. 
7-1401 to 7-1412. inc lus ive). If  such tra ns fer is made to any Fede ral agency, 
such agency is authorized to  accept such tra ns fe r and to provide for the  opera
tion  and main tenance of such access road  (or  port ion thereof) und er such  
regulat ions as the head of such agency may prescribe, but  such regu lations and  
the  term s and conditions of such tra nsfer  shal l not  preven t the cons truct ion of 
add itio nal  highway lanes (with in the right of way acquired for, and paral lel  
to, such  access ro ad) to me et loca l traffic needs.

Sec. 8. The management of the  C orporation shall be vested in a General Man
ager (here aft er in thi s Act referred to as the “Manager” ) who shall be ap 
poin ted by the Ad minis tra tor  in accordance with  the  civil service  laws and  
regu lations  and shal l be sub jec t to the direction of the  Adm inis trator. The
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Administrator is authorized to fix the compensation of the Manager at a rate  
per annum not to exceed the maximum rate  permissible under  section 302(f) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958.

Sec. 9. (a)  There is hereby established the Advisory Board of the National Capital  Airpor ts Corporation which shall be composed of five members appointed 
by the Administrator, without regard to the civil service laws, for terms of five 
years each ; except tha t, of the members first  appointed under this subsection, 
one shall be appointed for a term of one year, one fo r a term of two years, one 
for a term of three years, and one for a term of four years, as designated by 
the Adminis trator at the time of such appointment. Any person appointed to »fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed only for the remainder  of such 
term. Each member of the Advisory Board shall be a citizen of the United 
States. Not less than three members of the Advisory Board shall be appointed 
from priva te life and at least one member so appointed shall be experienced in *air  c arr ier operations. Upon the expiration of his term of office a  member shall continue to serve until his successor is appointed.

(b) The Advisory Board shall meet only at  the call of the Administrator or 
the Manager, but not less often than  once each six months, to review the general 
policies of the Corporation, including but not limited to it s policies in connection with rates and charges for its services, design and construction of facilities, and 
the admnistration of existing facilities,  and to advise the Administrator and the Manager with respect thereto.

(c) The members of the Advisory Board who are in the executive branch of 
the Government shall receive no additional  compensation for their  services as 
members of the Advisory Board. Each member of the Advisory Board appointed 
from private life shall receive pe r diem at a rate  not in excess of the per diem 
equivalent of the maximum scheduled rate of the General Schedule of the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, when actually engaged in the perform
ance of the duties vested in the Advisory Board. Each member of the Advisory 
Board shall  be reimbursed in accordance with the Travel Expense Act of 1949 
(5 U.S.C. 835-842, inclusive) for  travel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred by him in the performance of such duties.

(d) Service of an individual appointed from private life as a member of the 
Advisory Board shall not be considered as service or employment bringing such 
individua l within the provisions of section 281, 283, 284, 434, or 1914 of title 
18 of the United States Code, or section 190 of the Revised Statutes of the  
United States  (5 U.S.C. 99).

Sec. 10. (a)  There is hereby established in th e Treasury of the United States 
a National Capital Airports Fund (hereafte r in this Act referred to as the 
“Fund’), which shall be available for payment of all expenditures of the Cor
poration. The Fund shall consist  of—

(1) such amounts as may be advanced to the Fund upon the request of
the Manager from appropriations made for tha t purpose; •(2) the value of the assets  of any airport transferred to the Corporation, 
less the liabilities of such airpo rt, as of the date of its  tran sfer  to the Corporation; and

(3) receipts from operations under this Act. eThe value of the assets referred to in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be 
determined by the Administrator, subject to the approval of the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, after survey and appraisal  taking into consideration (A) 
the value of the  assets included in the capital investment (as determined under 
sections 5(c) (1) and (2)),  (B) the original cost of such assets less depreciation, (C) the usable value of such assets to the airport if less than cosh (D) obso
lete and unusable facilities and equipment, and (E) other reasonably determinable factors which would reduce the  value of such assets. Such determination 
shall not become effective until the Administrator shall have published in the Federal  Register notice of his proposed determination and afforded interested 
parti es an opportunity to be heard thereon.

(b) The Corporation shall pay into the Treasury of the United States as 
miscellaneous receipts a t the close of each fiscal year, interest on that portion of 
the Fund described in paragra phs (1) and (2) of subsection (a)  of th is section 
at a rat e determined as fol lows:

(1) The interest rate  on that  portion of the Fund described in paragraph 
(1) of such subsection (a)  shall be determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury at the time such advance is made, taking  into consideration the  
average yield to matu rity on marketable obligations of the United States
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having a ma turi ty d ate of fifteen years  or more, outstanding at the beginning 
of the fiscal year in which such advance is made. Such interes t rate  shall  
remain in effect for so long as any part  of such advance remains in the Fund.

(2) The inte rest  rate  on tha t portion of the Fund described in pa ra
graph (2) of such subsection (a) shall be determined by the Secretary  of the 
Treasury, t aking in to consideration the average yield to  matur ity on market
able obligations of the United States, with a maturity  date of fifteen years 
or more, ou tstand ing a t the beginning of the fiscal year in which the expendi
tures  were made for the assets trans ferred to the Fund pursuant to pa ra
graph (2) of such subsection (a ). The interest rate  so established shal l 
remain in effect fo r so long as any part  of the amount to which such int erest 
applies remains in the Fund.

(c) Whenever any money in the Fund is determined by the Adminis trator to 
be in excess of the  curren t needs of the Corporation, such excess amount shall be 
credited to the appropriat ion account from which advances are made. Appro
priations or other fund s received by the Corporation shall be used solely for  
the purposes of the Corporation.

(d) Whenever receipts from operations under this  Act ar e insufficient to meet 
any payment of inte rest  required under subsection (b) of this section, the Con
gress may, by appropria tion or o ther Act specifically provide tha t such i nterest 
payment may be waived or deferred in whole or in part.

(e) There are authorized to be appropriated,  without fiscal year limitation, 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. Advances 
to the Fund shall be made from such appropriations as requested by the Manager. 
Advances from appropriations to cover actual losses of prior years, as shown in 
the annual budget program of the Corporation, shall not require payment of 
interest under subsection (b) of this section.

Sec. 11. The Corporation is authorized to use it s funds, from whatever source 
derived, in the exercise of its corporate powers and functions, except tha t the 
Corporation shall not under take any capital projects, or new types of activities , 
not included in the annu al budget program prescribed by section 102 of the Gov
ernment  Corporation Control Act (31 U.S.C. 847).

Sec. 12, (a) The Corporation shall contribute to the  civil service retirement  
and disability fund a sum as provided by section 4(a ) of the Civil Service Re
tirement Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2254(a)), except tha t such sum shall be 
determined by applying to  the total basic salaries (as defined in tha t Act) paid to 
the employees of the Corporation covered by tha t Act, t he per centum ra te deter
mined annually by the Civil Service Commission to be the  excess of the total nor
mal cost per centum rate of the civil service re tirement system over the employee 
deduction rate  specified in said section 4( a) . The Corporation also shall con
tribu te at least quar terly , to the employees’ compensation fund, the amount de
termined by the Secre tary of Labor to be the full cost of benefits and other pay
ments made from such fund on account of cases arising from injuries to i ts em
ployees. The Corporation also shall pay into the Treasury as miscellaneous re
ceipts t hat  portion of th e cost of administrat ion of the respective funds att rib ut
able to its employees, as determined by the Civil Service Commission and the 
Secretary of Labor.

(b) The Corporation shall not be liable under this section (1) for cont ributions  
to the civil service retirement and disability fund with respect to the service of any 
officer or employee of the Corporation fo r any period prior to the effective date 
of this Act, (2) for contribut ions to the employees’ compensation fmid on account 
of injuries to employees of the Corporation occurring pr ior to such effective date, 
or (3) for payments for  adminis trative costs of such funds with respect to any 
period prior to such effective date.

Sec. 13. The faciliti es of any a irport  under the jurisdic tion of the Corporation 
which are  analogous to the  facilities  developed with Federal aid, purs uant  to the 
Federal  Airport Act (49 U.S.C. 1101-1119), by comparable public airpor ts in the 
State  in which th at airport is located (or in a State  adjacent to the Dis tric t of 
Columbia as the case may be), and the facilities usable for the landing and take
off of aircraft, including aids to navigation, shall be available without charge 
to the United States for  use by ai rcraft used or operated by or for the Depar t
ment of Defense. The Administrator may, consistent with national defense re
quirements, cur tail or l imit the use of the facilit ies of the Corporation by a irc raf t 
of the Department of Defense if such use, in his judgment, unreasonably impairs 
or  interferes with the  use of such facilities  by civil airc raft.
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Sec. 14. The Corporation shall furnish to any agency of the Government, with
out charge (except for the reasonable cost of maintenance, light, heat, power, 
jan itor service, and other similar services),  such space in airp ort buildings as 
may be reasonably adequate for use in connection with any ai r traffic control ac
tivity, or weather-reporting or communications activities, related to airpor t air 
traffic control, which the Administrator may deem necessary to establish and 
main tain at the airport.

Sec. 15. No person shall use the name of any ai rpor t operated by the Corpora
tion, or any name similar thereto, as the name or  a part  thereof  under which 
he does business, without  the consent of the Corporation.

Sec. 16. (a) There is hereby transfe rred  to the Corporation—
(1) the property (real, personal, and mixed) operated by the Administra

tor as the Washington National  Airport, together with the tract of land 
described in the first section of the Act entitled “An Act to provide for the 
administration of the Washington National Airport, and for o ther purposes”, 
approved June  29, 1940 (D.C. Code, sec 7-1301), as the Washington National 
Airport (except that  portion of such trac t of land added to the Mount 
Vernon Memorial Highway by Executive Order Numbered 9851 of May 15, 
1947), and those parcels of land in Arlington County, Virginia, condemned 
by proceedings miscellaneous numbered 618 and miscellaneous numbered 
621 in the United States Dis tric t Court for the Eastern Distri ct of Virginia, 
Alexandr ia Division, toge ther with  the structures,  improvements, and other 
facili ties located ther eon; and

(2) the property (real, personal, and mixed) acquired or constructed 
under the Act entitled “An Act to authorize the construction, protection, 
operation, and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of 
the Dist rict of Columbia”, approved September 7, 1950 (D.C. Code, secs. 
7-1401 to 7-1412, inclusive).

(b) The Corporation shall assume the rights and obligations of the United 
States under  contracts executed by, or on behalf of, the Administra tor, on or 
before the effective date of this Act, in connection with the operation mainte
nance, and protection of the property referred to in subsection (a)  of this section.

(c) The orders, determinations, rules, regulations, permits, and privileges 
issued, made, or granted by the Administra tor in the exercise of duties, powers, 
or functions  transferred to the Corporation under this Act, and in effect a t the 
time this Act takes effect, sha ll continue in effect according to t hei r terms until 
modified, terminated, superseded, set aside, or repealed by the Corporation, or 
by any court of competent jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

(d) The provisions of this Act shal l not affect proceedings relating to the  oper
ation, maintenance, or protection of the property referred to in subsection (a) 
of this  section, which proceedings a re pending before the Administrator  at the 
time this Act takes effect, but such proceedings shall be continued before the 
Corporation.

(e) No judicial proceedings lawfu lly commenced by or against any agency 
or officer of the United States, in relation to the discharge of powers, duties, or 
functions transferred to the Corporation under this Act, shall a bate  by reason of 
such transfer , but the cour t may, on motion or supplemental petition filed a t any 
time within twelve months a fter such transfer  takes effect, showing a necessity 
for a survival of such proceedings to obtain a settlement of the questions in
volved, allow the same to be mainta ined by or against  the Corporation.

(f ) The officers, employees, office equipment, and official records of the Federal 
Aviation Agency which the Administra tor shall determine to have been employed 
in the exercise and performance of the powers, duties, and functions transferred 
to the Corporation under th is Act, ar e hereby transferre d to the Corporation. The 
tansfer of personnel under this section shall be w’ithout reduction in classifica
tion or compensation, except th at this  sentence shall not prevent the adjustment 
of classification or compensation, aft er the end of the fiscal year during which 
such t ransfe r is made, to conform to the duties to which such transferred per
sonnel may be assigned. The official records transferred to the Corporation 
under this  section shall be available for use by it to the same extent as i f such 
records were originally records of the Corporation.

Sec. 17. (a) The Corporation is authorized to make payments to State or local 
governments in lieu of property taxes upon real property  which was subject to 
State or local taxation immediately prior to acquisition by the United States. 
Such payments may be in the amounts, at the times, and upon the terms the 
Corporation deems appropriate,  but  the Corporation shall be guided by the policy
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of making payments  no t in excess of the taxes which would have been payable 
for  such property  in the condition in which it was acquired by or on behalf of 
the United States, except in the case where, because of special burdens placed 
upon the State or local government by the activities of the Corporation or its 
agents, the Corporation and the State or local government concerned enter into 
an agreement providing for payments in excess of such taxes.

(b) The Corporation, its  property, franchises, and income are hereby ex
pressly exempted from taxa tion  in any manner or form by any State, county, 
municipality, or any subdivision thereof.

Sec. 18. (a) The Manager  shall have power to make and amend such reason
able rules and regulat ions as he may deem necessary, in the interest  of public 
safety  or to carry out the  purposes of this Act, governing the protection of prop
erty  and the conduct of persons on any area within the jurisdict ion of the Cor
poration.

(b) Whoever knowingly and willfully violates any rule o r regulation prescribed 
under subsection (a)  of this  section shall be fined not more than $500 or im
prisoned not more than six months, or both.

Sec. 10. (a) Any employee of the Corporation appointed to protect life and 
property on any area with in the jurisdiction of the Corporation, when designated 
by the Manager, is authorized  and empowered—

(1) to a rrest under  a war rant  within the limits of the  jurisd iction of the 
Corporation any person accused of having committed any offense against 
the law’s of the United States, or against any rule or regulation prescribed 
pursuant to this Act, within such jurisd iction;

(2) to arre st without warran t any person committing any such offense 
within the jurisdiction of the Corporation in his presence; and

(3) to ar res t without war rant within the jurisdic tion of the Corporation, 
any person he has reasonable grounds to believe has committed a felony 
within the jurisdiction of the Corporation.

(b) Any employee having the power of arrest  as provided in subsection (a)  
of th is section may ca rry  firearms and such other weapons as the Manager may 
direct or by regulation may prescribe.

(c) The Secretary of  the Inter ior may, at  the reques t of the Manager, assign 
members of the United Slate s Park  Police to patro l any area under the jur is
diction of the Corporation. Any member of the United States  Park Police so 
assigned shall be subject to the supervision and direc tion of the  Secretary of the 
Inte rior and is authorized to make arrests  within any area under the jurisdiction 
of the Corporation for the  same offenses, in the same manner, and under the 
same circumstances a s descril>ed in subsection (a) of this section.

(d) The officer or employee of the Corporation on duty, who is in command 
of those employees of the  Corporation having the power of arrest as provided 
in subsection (a) of this section, may accept deposit of collateral from any person 
charged with violating any rule or regulation prescribed under this Act, or the 
Act entitled “An Act to au thorize the United States Park Police to make ar res ts 
within Federal reservations  in the environs of the  Dis trict  of Columbia, and for 
other  purposes”, approved March 17, 1948 (62 Stat. 81), for appearance in court 
or before the  appropriate United States Commissioner; and such collateral shall 
be deposited with the clerk of the appropriate United States court or with the 
appropriate  United States Commissioner.

Sec. 20. (a) Section 101 of the Government Corporation Control Act (31 U.S.C. 
846) is amended by insert ing immediately after “Federa l Housing Administra
tion” the following: “ ; National Capital Airports  Corporation

(b) Section 3 of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize the United Sta tes Park 
Police to make arre sts  within Federal reservations in the environs of the Distric t 
of Columbia, and for other purposes”, approved March 17, 1948 ( 62 Stat. 81), 
is amended by striking ou t “and Fai rfax ” and inserting in lieu thereof “, Fairf ax,  
and Loudoun”.

Sec. 21. The following Acts and parts of Acts are repealed :
(1) Sections 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the Act entitled  “An Act to provide fo r 

the administration  of the  Washington National Airi>ort, and for other pur
poses”, approved June 29, 1940 (D.C. Code, secs. 7-1302 to 7-1306, inclusive).

(2) The proviso contained in the first paragraph under the subheading 
“administrator of civil aeronautics” under tlie center heading "DEPART
MENT OF COMMERCE” in title I of the  Fir st Supplemental Civil Functions 
Appropriation Act, 1941 (54 Stat. 1039).

(3) The Act entitled “An Act to authorize the construction, protection, 
operation, and maintenance of a public a irpo rt in or in the vicinity of the
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Distr ict  o f Columbia”, approved September 7, 1950 (D.C. Code, secs. 7-1401 
to 7-1412, inclusive).

Sec. 22. Noth in? in thi s Act shall  be cons trued  to  modify, alte r, or terminat e 
any agreem ent between the  United States and the  Commonwealth  of Virg inia 
entere d into  pu rsu an t to section 107 of the  Act ent itle d “An Act to esabl ish a 
boundary  line between the  Dis tric t of Columbia and the Commonwealth of 
Virginia , and for  oth er purposes”, approved October 31, 1945 ( 59 Stat . 553).

Sec. 23. If  any  provision  of thi s Act or the  app lica tion  of such provis ion to 
any person or circums tances shal l be held inva lid, the  remaind er of the  Act 
and the application of such provision to persons or circumstances oth er tha n 
those to which i t is held inva lid shall  not be affected  thereby.

Sec. 24. This Act shall  become effective on July 1,1963.

[H .R . 20 81 , H. R 332 8, H.R . 340 6, 88 th  Cong., 1st  se ss .)
A B IL L To  tr an sfe r cert a in  adm in is tr at iv e re sp onsi b il ity  fo r th e  op er at io n of  W as hi ng to n 

N at io nal  A ir port  an d Dul les In te rn ati onal A ir port  fr om  th e A dm in is tr at o r o f th e Fed er al  
A via tion Ag enc y to  a W as hi ngt on A ir port s Boa rd , and  fo r o th er pu rpos es .

Be it enacted the Senate and Bouse of  Represen tatives  o f the United Sta tes  
of America in Congress assembled, T ha t thi s Act may  be cited as  the  “Washing
ton Airp orts  Act of 1962”.

Sec. 2. (a ) There is hereby estab lished an agency of the  United Sta tes to be 
known as the  Washington Airports Board (herea fte r in thi s Act refe rred  to as 
the “Board” ) which  shall be composed of five members who shall  be appo inted  
by the  Pres iden t, by and  with the  advice and  consent of the  Senate, as soon as 
prac ticab le af te r the  d ate of enactment of this Act, for terms of six years ea ch ; 
except that , of the  members first appointed  un der this section, one shall be 
appointed for  a term  of two years, one for a term of thre e years , one for a term 
of fou r years, and one for  a term of five ye ars, as designated by the  Pre sid ent 
at  the time of such appointment. Three of the members so appointed  shall 
constitute  a quorum. Any person appointed to fill a vacancy occurring  pr ior  
to the  exp irat ion of the  term for  which his  predecessor was appointed sha ll be 
appointed only for  the remaind er of such term. The President  shall  designate 
annually one member  of the  Board as chairman and  one member of the  Board 
as vice chairm an. The  vice chairman  shall ac t as cha irman dur ing the  absence 
or incapaci ty of the  chairman. The members of the  Board may be removed 
by the  President  for  inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfe asance in office. Not 
more than thre e members of the  Board  sh all be appointed from the same polit ical  
party. Each member of the  Board shall  receive compensation at  the ra te  of 
$20,000 per  annum, except that  the member serv ing as chai rman shall receive 
compensation a t th e r at e o f $20,500 per annum.

(b) The members of the  Board shall  be appointed with  due regard to their 
fitness for the  efficient dispatch  of the  powers and dut ies vested  in or imposed 
upon the  Board  under th is Act. Each member of the  Board  shal l be a citiz en of 
the  United  Sta tes and  no member of the Boa rd sha ll have  any stock in, or bonds 
of, any civil ae ronaut ics enterprise . No member of the Board sh all engage in any 
othe r business, vocation, o r employment

(c) The Board  s hall  have control over, and responsibility for, the  care, ope ra
tion, main tenance, and  protect ion of (1) the  air po rt descril>ed in the  Act en
title d “An Act to provide for  the adminis tra tion of the  Washington National 
Airp or t and for other purposes”, as amended , approved Jun e 29, 1940 ( 54 Sta t. 
686). and (2) the  ai rpor t constructed und er the Act ent itled “An Act to au thor 
ize the  construction , protection, operat ion, and main tena nce  o f a public air po rt 
in or in the vicin ity of the  Dist rict  of Columbia”, as amended, approved Septem
ber  7, 1950 ( 64 S tat.  770).

(d)  The Board is authorized,  subject to the  civil service  and class ificat ion 
laws, to appo int and fix the compensation of such officers and  employees as 
may be necessa ry to car ry out the dut ies vested in and imposed upon the  Board 
under this Act.

(e) The Board is authorized to issue such regu lations as it  may deem neces
sary to enable it  to carry  out i ts  dut ies under thi s Act.

(f)  The Board  sha ll make an ann ual  repo rt to the  Congress, on or before 
Janu ary 15 of each year , which report sha ll contain  deta iled info rmation  with  
respect to the work performed by the Board dur ing the preceding fiscal year.
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Sec. 3. The Ac t en ti tled  “An Act  to pro vid e fo r th e ad m in is trat io n of  th e  
Wa shingt on Nat io na l Ai rpor t, an d fo r ot he r pu rposes”, as  amended,  ap prov ed  
Ju ne  29 ,1940 ( 54 St at . 666 ), i s am end ed as  foll ow s:

(1) In  th e fi rs t sec tion  of such Act, st rike  ou t subsection  (a ) an d in se rt  
in lieu  thereo f th e fo llo wing:

“ (a ) ‘Boa rd’ me ans the Washington Ai rpor ts Bo ard est ab lished by sect ion 2 
of the  Wash ing ton  Airpo rts  Act  of  1962.”.

(2) In  secti on s 2, 3, and 7 of suc h Act, st rike  ou t “Adm in is tra to r” an d 
“he” eac h pla ce the y ap pe ar  in suc h sec tio ns  an d in se rt  in  lie u th er eo f 
“Board” an d “i t” , resp ecti vely .

(3) In  sec tion 4 of suc h Act, st rike  ou t “A dm in is tra to r” an d “F ed er al  
Aviatio n Agency” each  place the y ap pe ar  a nd  in se rt  in lieu the reof  “B oa rd ”.

(4) In  secti on  6 of such Act, st rike  ou t “A dm in is tra to r” an d in se rt  in  
lieu thereo f “B oar d” .

Sec. 4. The Act en ti tled  "An Act to au thor ize th e const ruc tion, protec tio n,  
ope rat ion , and m ainten an ce  of a pub lic ai rp or t in or  in th e v icinity of th e D is tr ic t 
of  Columbia” , as  am end ed, app roved Septeml>er 7,1950  (64 Stat.  770), is am en de d 
as  fo llo ws: *

(1) In  the  fir st sec tion  of such Act, st rike  ou t “th e Adm in is tra to r of  th e  
Federal Av iat ion  Agenc y (h er ei na fter  re fe rred  to as  th e ‘Adm in is tra to r’) ” 
and in se rt in lie u the reof  “the  Wa shi ng ton  Airpo rts  Board  (h er ea fter  in  
th is Act re fe rred  to as the  ‘Boa rd’), es tabl ish ed  by sec tion  2 of th e W as h
ing ton  A irpo rts  Ac t of  1962,”.

(2) St rike  o ut  “A dm in is tra to r” eac h pla ce it  ap pe ar s in such Ac t (o th er  
tha n in the fir st  s ec tio n the reo f) an d in se rt in lie u thereo f “Boa rd”.

(3) In  secti ons 4 and 8(a ) of such Act, st rike  ou t “F ed eral Aviat ion 
Agency” wh ere  it  ap pe ar s in each  of such sec tio ns  and in se rt in  lie u th er eo f 
“Boa rd”.

(4) In  sec tio ns  4, 5. and 9 of such  Act, st rike  ou t “he”  wh ere  it  ap pe ar s 
in e ach  of  su ch secti on s and in se rt  in lieu ther eo f “ it ”.

(5) In  sec tion 7 of such Act, st rike  ou t “h is ” an d in se rt  in  lieu th er eo f 
“it s” .

(6)  In  sec tion 11 of such Act, st rike  ou t “Civil Ae ron aut ics  Act  of 1938” 
an d in se rt in lieu th er eo f “Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Act o f 1958” .

Sec. 5. (a ) All  orde rs , de ter mi na tio ns , rule s, regu lat ion s, per mi ts,  co nt racts,  
an d privileges wh ich  ha ve  been issued, mad e, or gr an te d by th e Adm in is tra to r of  
the Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Agency in the  exerci se of du tie s, pow ers,  or  fu nc tio ns  w hic h, 
un der th is  Act, ar e tr an sf er re d to the Washin gton  Airp or ts Board , an d wh ich  
ar e in effec t a t th e tim e th is  s ect ion  ta ke s effec t, sh al l continue in effect ac co rd 
ing  to th ei r te rm s un ti l modified , te rm inated , sup erseded,  se t aside,  or  repe aled  
by the  B oard, or  by an y co ur t of co mp ete nt ju ris di ct ion,  or  by opera tio n of law .

(b) The provisio ns of  th is  Act shall  not  aff ect  an y pro ceedings pen din g be fo re  
th e Adm inis tra tor of th e Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Agency a t the tim e thi s sec tion ta ke s 
effec t, bu t any such pro cee din gs sha ll be conti nued  befor e the  Washin gton  A ir 
po rts Boa rd.

(c)  No ju dicial  pro ceeding s lawf ull y commenced by or  ag ains t any agency or  
officer of th e Un ite d St ates , in re la tio n to th e di sc ha rg e of pow ers,  du tie s, or  
func tio ns  tr an sf er re d to  th e Wash ing ton  Airp or ts Bo ard un de r th is  Act, sh al l 
ab at e by rea son  of such  tran sf er , bu t the co ur t may, on mot ion or su pp lem en tal  
pe tit ion filed a t an y tim e with in  twelv e mo nth s a ft e r such tr an sf er  take s effect, 
showing a nec ess ity  fo r a su rv iva l of such pro cee din gs to ob tai n a se ttl em en t of  
th e quest ion s involved,  allow  the  sam e to be maintaine d by or  a ga inst th e Bo ard.

(d ) The officers, emp loye es, and prop er ty  (in clud ing office equ ipm ent  an d 
official re co rd s) of th e Fe de ra l Aviat ion  Agency as  the Pres ide nt , aft e r co ns ul ta 
tio n with  the A dm in is trat or  of such agency, shal l de ter mi ne  to ha ve  been em 
ployed in  th e exercis e an d perfo rm ance of those pow ers,  duties, an d fu nc tio ns  
tran sf er re d to th e Washin gton  Airp or ts Bo ard un de r th is  Act, shall  be tr a n s
fe rred  to the  Bo ard  upon  such da te  o r da te s as  th e Pr es id en t shall  specify . The  
tr an sf er  of per son nel un de r th is sec tion  sh al l be with ou t red uction in classif ica 
tio n or  compensat ion, except th at  th is  sen ten ce sh al l no t preven t the  ad ju st m en t 
of  classif ica tion  or  com pen sat ion , af te r th e end of  th e fiscal ye ar  du rin g wh ich  
such tran sf er  is made,  to  conform to the du tie s to  wh ich  such  tr an sf er re d per 
sonnel  may  be ass ign ed . All official rec ord s tr an sf er re d to the  Bo ard un de r 
th is  sec tion  shal l be av ai lable fo r use  by it to th e same  ’ex tent  as  i f such reco rds 
wrere  o rig ina lly  reco rds of  t he  Boa rd.

(e)  Such of th e unexpended balan ces  of ap pr op ria tio ns  avai lable fo r use  by 
th e Federal Av iat ion  Agen cy in the exerc ise  of thos e powers, du ties, an d func -
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tion s tr an sfe rr ed  to  th e W as hi ng to n A irport s B oa rd  und er  th is  Act sh al l be  
tr an sfe rr ed  to  th e  Boa rd  up on  su ch  date  o r dat es as  th e  P re si den t sh al l spec ify  
and sh all  be av ai la ble  fo r us e by th e  B oa rd  in  th e ex er ci se  of  it s  po wers, du ties , 
and f uncti ons un der  th is  Act.

Sec . 6. (a ) The  pr ov is ions  of  su bs ec tio n (c ) of  se ct io n 2, of  se ct io ns  3 an d 4, 
an d of  su bs ec tio ns  (a ) , (b ),  an d < c ) of  se ct ion 5, of  th is  Act sh a ll  becom e eff ec
tive  o n th e  si x ti e th  da y fo llo wing th e  da te  on wh ich  th e  l a s t of  th e  five  mem bers 
of  th e  B oa rd  fi rs t ap po in ted under th is  Act  qu ali fie s an d ta kes office.

(b ) The  re m ai ni ng  pr ov is io ns  o f th is  Act sh al l becom e ef fect iv e on  th e dat e 
of  en ac tm en t o f th is  A ct.

E xec uti ve  Offic e  of  t h e  P r esid en t ,
B ur ea u of  t h e  Budge t, 

W as hi ng to n,  D.C., Mar ch  18, 1963.
Hon. Ore n  H arris ,
Chairman, Committee on Intersta te and Foreign Commerce,
House o f Representa tives , Wash ington, D.C.

D ea r M r. C h a ir m a n : T hi s is in  re sp on se  to  yo ur  le tt e r of  F eb ru ary  14, 1963, 
re ques ting  th e  vie ws  of  th e B ure au  of th e Bud ge t on  H.R.  2081, an d you r le tt er 
of  F eb ru ary  16, 1963, re qu es tin g th e  vi ew s of  th e B ure au  of th e  B ud ge t on H.R. 
826.

H.R. 826  pr ov ides  fo r th e cre at io n  of  a N at io na l C ap it al  A irport s Cor po ra tion  
which  w ou ld  b e su bj ec t to  the d ir ec tion  of  t he  A dm in is tr at or o f th e  Fed er al  A via
tio n Ag ency . H.R.  2081 wo uld  est ab li sh  as  an  ag en cy  of  th e  U nite d S ta te s a 
W as hi ng to n A irpo rt s Boa rd  co mpo se d of  five me mbers ap po in te d by th e  P re si 
de nt , by  an d w ith  th e ad vi ce  a nd c onse nt of  t he  S en ate.

H.R . 826  wou ld co nf er  up on  th e  C orp ora tion  th e i>owers an d fina nc ial  flexi
bi li ty  cust om ar ily  acco rded , an d nec es sa ry  fo r th e ope ra tion s of,  Gov ernm en t 
cor po ra tions . The  b ill al so  a pp lies  to  th e  Cor po ra tion  t he type s of  c on trol s which  
th e  Con gr es s ha s in  th e past  det erm in ed  a re  be st  su it ed  to  bu si ne ss  ac tivi ties .

T he  C or po ra tion to  be est ab li sh ed  under  H.R.  826 wou ld be  re qu ir ed  to 
opera te  on a “s el f- su st ai ni ng  busi nes s en te rp ri se  ba si s co nsi st en t w ith sound 
co mm er ci al  pr ac ti ce .” I ts  ra te s and  ch ar ges  wo uld  ha ve  to  be  es ta bli sh ed  w ith 
du e re gard  to  al l op er at in g co st s and  in te re st  p ay m en ts  which  wou ld  be  r eq ui re d 
on th e G ov er nm en t’s in ve stm en t. T he m an ag em en t of  th e  C orp or at io n wo uld  be 
ve sted  in  a  G en er al  Man ag er , who  wou ld  l>e ap po in te d by, and su bje ct  to the 
dir ec tion  of th e A dm in is tr at or of  th e  F ed er al  Avi at io n Agency, and  th ere  wo uld  
be es ta bl is he d a five-m ember  ad vi so ry  boa rd  to  revi ew  th e gen er al  po lic ies  of  th e 
Cor po ra tion  an d ad vi se  t he  M an ag er  and th e  A dm in is tr at or w ith re si iect  t he re to .

The  B ure au  of  th e  Bud ge t st ro ngly  fa vors  th e ob ject ive of  m ak in g th e W as h
ingt on  N ational A irpo rt  an d th e  ne w  Dul les In te rn a ti ona l A irport  se lf -s us ta in 
ing bu sine ss  en te rp ri se s.  W e be liev e th a t th e us e of  th e corp ora te  fo rm  of  
org an iz at io n and f inan cin g pr ov id ed  in  H.R.  826 will  g re at ly  fa c il it a te  t he  a ccom 
pl is hm en t of  th a t ob jec tiv e. On th e  o th er ha nd , H.R.  2081 wou ld fr ag m en t 
re sp on si bi li ty  fo r Fed er al  av ia ti on  ac ti v it ie s w ithout im pr ov in g th e  po te nt ia l 
fo r oper at io n of  th e a ir port s by ac ce pt ed  bus in es s metho ds .

U nd er  p re se nt law , th e a ir port s have no  au th ori ty  to use th e ir  re ce ip ts , m us t 
ob ta in  a ll  of  th e ir  fu nd s from  an n u a l ap pr opr ia tions , ca nnot su e or  be  su ed  ir  
th e ir  ow n na me,  an d are  gen er al ly  su b je ct to  th e pr ov is ions  of la w  w ith  re sji ec t 
to  bu dg et , ac co un ts , au di t, expend it u re  of fu nd s an d pro per ty  ap pl ic ab le  to  
G ov er nm en t ag en cies  which  do  not co nd uc t bu sine ss -typ e oper at io ns an d wh ose  
co sts a re  bo rn e by  th e ge ne ra l ta xpaye r.  Man y of  th os e laws a re  no t su itab le  
to  th e m os t eff ec tiv e op er at io n of  a  co mm ercial  en te rp ri se  su ch  a s  th e a ir port s,  
an d we  be lie ve  th e ap pl ic at io n to  th e  a ir po rt s of  co nt ro ls  an d au th o ri ti es espe 
ci al ly  de sign ed  fo r Fed er al  bu si nes s- ty pe ac tivi ti es  is ne ce ss ar y an d wo uld  be 
mos t ad va nt ag eo us . F urt her m ore , th e  use rs  of  th e ai n» or ts  se rv ic es  wi ll find 
it  dif ficult  to  di st in gu ish be tw ee n th e  a ir po rt s an d o th er wh oll y ta x  supix>rt ed 
Gov er nm en t se rv ices  so lon g as  it  is  no t or ga ni ze d as  a bu sine ss  en te rp ri se  an d 
is  no t de ixm de nt  on reve nu es  to  fina nc e it s op er at io ns . W hi le  th e  Nat io na l 
C ap ital  A ir port s Cor po ra tio n wou ld hav e to  o bt ai n ap pro pri a ti ons to  fin an ce  n ew 
m ajo r cap it a l expense s, it  wo uld l>e au th ori ze d to  ut il iz e it s re ve nu es  fo r th e 
pa ym en t of al l ex pe nd itur es  in curr ed  in  ca rr y in g  out  it s budget ar y pr og ra m  as  
ap pr ov ed  by  th e  Co ngres s. T he  B oard  w hi ch  wo uld be es ta bli sh ed  b y H.R. 2081 
wou ld  of fe r no ne  o f th es e ad va nt ag es .
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There  has  been an inc reasing awareness,  both in the  Congress and the execu
tive branch , that  forms of organiza tion, financial procedures  and  controls ap 
plied to trad itio nal  Government activ ties are not necessarily  sui table to commer
cial  opera tions such as civil airports . Th at view was reflected in the  enac tment 
in 1945 of the Government Corporation Control Act which provided for  new 
types of contro ls ada pted to the  needs of Fed era l business  operat ions. In  
report ing  on the  Control Act, the Senate  Committee on Bank ing and Currency 
recognize that  “the corporate form of organization  is a useful device for ca rry 
ing out  a variety of Gove rnment services and  programs, of a continuing a s well 
as  emergency chara cte r” (S. Rept.  694, 79th Cong. 1st  sess).

The Bureau of the Budget be lieves th at  proposals  to esta blish new Government 
corp orations should be sub jec t to scrupu lous ana lysis and review in terms  of 
the  recognized cri ter ia for  the use of the  corporate device which were set for th 
in the  Preside nt’s 1948 budget message (pp. M57-62). Our analysi s indicated 
th at  th e proposal embodied in II.R. 826 is cons isten t with these criteria . We a re 
convinced that  adoption of the cori>oration concept embodied in H.R. 826 would 
benefit the  users  of the  ai rpor ts and the  tax pay er by plac ing the  o pera tions  of 
the  airports  on a sound business basis  withou t in any way weakening essential 
congressional controls .

In  addi tion to the fa ilu re  of  H.R. 2081 to provide for the  authori ties  necessary 
to properly operate the  ai rp or ts  on a business basis , H.R. 2081 would vest  re
sponsibil ity in a board  ra th er  t han  in a single individual who could be held  per
sonally accountably for  the oi>eration of the  airp ort s. H.R. 2081 would also 
crea te a new Government agency repo rting  direc tly to the  P resident. We believe 
th at  it is unwise to cre ate  new small agencies report ing  directly  to the Pre si
dent  except unde r special circumstances which  do no t exi st in the case of 
Nation al Capi tal airports .

The Bureau of the  Bud get is strongly opposed to H.R. 2081. Its  enactme nt 
would be inconsistent wi th the adm inistration’s objectives. The Bureau  of the  
Budget urges favo rable cons ideration  of the  corporation concept of H.R. 826. 
Enactment of legis lation to create  a Nat iona l Capita l Airpor ts Corporation 
would be consistent  wi th the a dministration’s objectives.

Sincerely yours,
(Signed)  P hillip  S. Hughes, 

Assistan t Director fo r Legis lative Reference.

U.S. Civil Service Commission, 
Wash ington, D.C., March 21,1968.

Hon. Oren Harris,
Chairman, Committee on Inter sta te and Foreign Commerce,
House  of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : This is in f ur ther  response to your request of F ebrua ry 
18, 1963, for a rejio rt on H.R. 826, a bill to cre ate  the National  Capital  A irport s 
Corporation , to  prov ide for the  opera tion of the  federa lly owned civil aiiqxirts 
in the Dis tric t of Columbia or its vicin ity by the Corporation, and for  oth er 
purposes.

Since the Civil Service Commission would not be adm inistra tively  concerned 
with  the  programs of th is proposal, our  comments ar e limited to the personne l 
provisions.

Section 2 of the  bill crea tes,  under the  direction of the  Admin istrator  of the  
Federal  Aviation Agency, a National Capital Airpor ts Corporation as an agency 
of  the  United Sta tes  to operate, maintain, and  pro tec t the  Wash ington  Na tional  
Airport and o the r Feder al airports  in the  vicinity o f the Dis tric t of  Columbia.

Section 6(10) authorizes the Corporation to appoint and fix the compensat ion 
of officers, atto rneys, agen ts, and employees as may  be necessary  to ca rry  out  
the  provisions of thi s legis lation in accordance with civil service laws  and  the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended.

Section 8 vests the  management of the  Corporat ion in a General Manager  to 
be appointed by t he  Adm inis trator, Federal Aviat ion Agency, subjec t to  the  civil 
service laws, and  compensated at  a ra te  not to exceed  “the maximum ra te  pe r
missible under section 302 (f ) of the F ederal Aviat ion Act of 1958.”

The Federal  Aviation Agency is currently author ized by section 302 (f)  to 
fix the  salaries for  23 positions at  not to exceed the  highest ra te  for  GS-18 
($20,000). One of the positions paid under thi s author ity , we und ers tand, in
volves the dut ies  and  responsibi lities  which will be tra nsfer red  to the  new posi-
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tion  of General Manager of the  National  Capi tal Airports Corporation. This 
rais es the ques tion as to the  need fo r auth oriz ing  the Adminis trat or to compen
sate an add itio nal  position subject to the  limi tation in section 302(f).  We sug
gest it would be more appropriate to explore the  possib ility of compensating 
the  Genera l Manager unde r the  exis ting autho rity  in  tha t section.

Section 0 estab lishes an Advisory Board of the  National Capita l Airports 
Corporation to be composed of five members appointed by the Administra tor  with
out  reg ard  to civil service laws. Members  from the executive branch  will re
ceive no add itio nal  compensation for  th ei r services  on the Board. Members from 
private life (of which there shal l be a ma jori ty) will receive a ra te  not in 
excess of the  per diem equivalent of the maximum rate  for GS-18 (now $76.96). 
All members of the  Board will be reim bursed  for  travel, subsis tence, and  other  
necessary  expenses  in accordance w ith  th e Trav el Expense  Act of 1949.

Section 9( d)  exempts  Board members from priv ate  life  from the  conflict of 
intere st provisions  in sections 281, 283, 284, 434, and 1914 of tit le  18 of the 
United State s Code and section 190 of the  Revised Statute s.

Section 190 of the  Revised Sta tut es (5 U.S.C. 99) was repea led by Publ ic Law 
87-849. The  remaining provisions were repea led and supp lante d by sections 
203, 205, 207, 208, and 209 of tit le  18 o f the  United Sta tes Code as set  forth in 
section  1 of Publ ic Law 87-849. Pub lic Law 87-849 also repea led all existing 
exemp tions  of executive branch  officers and  employees and establishes  a cate 
gory of Government officers and employees, designated as “special Government 
employees,” and  made the proh ibit ions with respec t to their  act ivit ies in a 
privat e c apa city less extensive  t han those applicable to r egu lar  employees acting 
in the  same  capacity.

In ligh t o f the removal of th e excep tions  and  the establishm ent of t he  category 
of “special  Government employees” to remove the  necess ity of special exemp
tions, we believe it would be more appro pri ate  to include the  Board  members 
presently exempted by sectoin 9(d) of H.R. 826 within  the amended  provisions of 
tit le  18 of the  United States Code. This could be accomplished by deleting 
section  9( d)  in its  entirety.

Section 12 of the  bill deals with the  con tribu tions the  proposed Corporation 
would make to the civil service  ret ire me nt and disability fund  to cover the  
Government’s share  of re tirement system costs applicable to i ts employees.

Section 4(a ) of the Reti rement Act require s each agency, from and af te r July  
1, 1957, to pay  into the  ret irem ent  f und sums equal to its employees’ retireme nt 
deductions  (now 6% percen t). The bill requ ires that  the  proposed Corporation 
pay, not only these regula r matching employer contributions, bu t sufficient ad
ditional sums based on Commission annua l bill ings to cover the  excess of th e total 
norma l cost ra te  of the reti rem ent  system over the  employee and employer pay
ments. The  Corporation would also be required to pay into the  Treas ury  as 
miscellaneous rece ipts that  portion of adminis tra tive reti rem ent  costs  at tri bu t
able to its  employees, as determined by the  Commission.

We concur in thi s feature.  It  is in line  with  exis ting sta tut ory requ irements 
applicable to Government corporat ions  which operate on a self- sustaining basis.

With  the  except ion of section 9( d) , which we suggest be deleted, and the pay
fixing autho rity in section 8, the  Commiss ion does not object to enactment of 
the personnel provisions discussed  above.

The Bureau of the Budget advises th at  from the  stan dpo int of the admin
ist rat ion ’s program  there  is no objection  to  the  submiss ion of  thi s report.

By direction of the  Commission :
Sincerely yours,

(Sig ned ) J ohn W. Mact, J r.,  Cha irman.

Comptroll er Gen eral  op th e  United Sta te s,
Washington , D.C., Apri l 24, 1968.

B-120047.
Hon. Oren Harris,
Chairman, Comm ittee on Inter sta te and F oreign Commerce,
House o f Represen tatives, Washington , D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : Fu rth er refere nce  is made to your l ett er  of Febru ary  18,
1963, acknowledged on Feb ruary 19, reques ting  the  comments of the  General  
Accounting Office concerning H.R. 826, 88th Congress, 1 st session, ent itle d “A bill 
to create  the  Nat ional Capi tal Airp orts  Corporation, to provide fo r the  operat ion
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of th e fed eral ly  owned civ il ai rp ort s in the  D is tr ic t of Columbia or its  vic ini ty 
by th e C orp ora tion, and fo r ot he r purpo ses .’’

Th is bill is sim ila r to H.R . 7399, 87tli Congress, 1st session , upon which ou r 
com ments  were fu rnish ed  to yo ur  com mit tee  by le tter  da ted Ju ly  17, 1961, and 
by tes tim on y of mem bers  o f ou r sta ff  d ur ing  h ea rin gs  held  by yo ur  Subco mm ittee 
on Tr an sp or ta tio n and Aeron au tic s on Ju ly  18, 1961. We fee l th at  ou r basic  
ob jec tio ns  to th at  bill, wh ich  a re  sum ma rized below, ar e equa lly  app licable to  
H.R . 826.

Th e Adm ini str ato r, Fe de ra l Aviat ion  Agency, ha s adva nced  sev era l rea sons  
fo r inc orpo ratin g the  ai rp or t.  In  analy zin g the rea sons  adv anc ed,  we ha ve  
appli ed  the sta nd ard th at th e pub lic in te re st  is best served whe n con gre ssional 
control o ver ac tiv ities  is exercis ed  thr ough an nu al  rev iew s an d aff irmativ e ac tio n 
on pla nned  p rog ram s and fin anc ing  req uir em ents wh ich  at te nd  the  ap pr op ria tio n 
processes , and  the  appl icat ion of sta tu te s and  regu la tio ns  wh ich  usua lly  gover n

w th e opera tio ns  of Gover nm ent ag encies.
In  ou r opinion, de pa rtur e fro m th is st an da rd  sho uld  be pe rm itted  only  on 

a cl ea r showing th at an  ac tivi ty  can no t be success ful ly op erated  in the  publi c 
in te re st  w ith in th is fram ew ork.  Any conte mp lated change  which  may dim inish  
th is  cong ression al control shou ld be c arefull y con sidere d as  to its  need. All pr ac 
tic al  means  av ail ab le w ith in  the regu lar st ru ct ur e sho uld  be ful ly exp lored.  
In  th e absence  of spe cia l cir cums tan ces , cha nges in orga niza tio na l st ru ct ur e,  
au th or ity , and  fina ncing me tho ds,  wi th the resu lti ng  les sen ing  of con gre ssional 
contr ol,  shou ld be ma de  on ly if  th ei r demo nstrable  mer its  in ter ms of mo re 
effic ient opera tion of th e ac tivi ty  c lea rly , outwe igh  th e dis ad va ntag es  of red uced 
con gre ssio nal  con trol. We  do no t believe th at such a sho win g ha s been  mad e 
with  resp ect  to th e local ai rp or ts .

Th e rea son s he re tofore  advanced  fo r inc orpo ra tin g th e ai rp or ts  by the Admin
is tr at or,  Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Agency, ar e stat ed  below an d ar e followed by ou r 
com men ts on each o f th e seve ra l reas ons.

1. The  exi ste nce of  a corpora tion with  busin ess -ty pe  budget and acco un t
ing  p racti ces wil l mak e it  easie r fo r th e Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Agency, the  Pre si 
den t, and the Congres s to review  an d ev alua te  th e effectiveness of ai rp ort  
opera tions an d ma nageme nt.

The claim th a t a co rporati on , or  fo r th a t m at te r an y cha nge  in fin ancin g 
method s, i& nec essar y to  ach ieve imp roved bud get ing , accoun ting , and re po rt in g 
is no t consiste nt with  th e cu rren t concep ts wh ich  un de rli e continuing  efforts  to  
br ing  abo ut im provem ents in financ ial ma nageme nt in the Fe de ra l Gover nm ent. 
These  concepts ar e se t fo rt h  in Bu reau  of the Budget Bu lle tin  No. 57-5, Im prov e
me nt of Fina nc ial  Ma nageme nt in the Fe de ra l Government , in which we co nc ur  
in bas ic principle . N ei th er  is such a con ten tion conso nen t with  the ac co un tin g 
prin cip les,  st an da rd s,  an d relat ed  requ ire men ts wh ich  we have  pre scrib ed  under  
au thor ity  of the  Bu dg et and Acc ounting  P rocedu res  A ct of 1950. and  in wh ich  th e 
Di rec tor  of th e Bur ea u of the  Budge t an d th e Se cretary of the  Tre as ur y con-

• curred. As ha s been fre qu en tly  pointe d out , budgeting,  accoun ting , an d re port 
ing  may  be des igned to  su it the  ind ivi du al and pa rt ic ula r needs of an y ac tivity  
un der any method of  financing . There fore,  we do no t believe th at  th e cla im ed  
need for im provem ent in the se ar ea s is a valid  rea son  fo r inco rporat ing th e 
air po rts .

• 2. The de man ds  posed on ai rp or t op erati on s by rapid  dev elopment  in av ia 
tion  requ ire  th a t th e ai rp or t organiz ati on  ha ve  th e capabi lity of re sp on ding  
swiftl y to chan ging  circums tan ces wh ich  di rect ly  affe ct th e sa fe ty  an d con 
venienc e of th e public and  the  eff icient op erati on  of a ir  ca rr ie rs . Th e no rm al  
budget pro cesse s ar e simply no t cap able of  res ponding  to such un fo reseen  
dem and s and, as  a res ult , ina dequacies  con st itu tin g ser iou s ha za rd s to sa fe ty  
and in te rf er in g with  eff icient op erati on s ha ve  pe rsi ste d fo r pro longed  pe rio ds  
of tim e a t th e Wash ing ton  Nati on al Ai rpor t. Under  the co rporate fo rm  of  
organiz ati on , th e rev enu es of  th e ai rp or t can be uti liz ed  in  th e pr om pt  
correction  of  mo st ina deq uacie s in ai rp or t services and facil iti es .

We reco gnize th a t th e ai rpor ts,  as  wel l as  an y othe r Go ver nm ent ac tiv iti es , 
may  he faced w ith some dem and s on th ei r resources due to rapid deve lop me nts  
and  changin g cond ition s which they  we re un ab le  to pre dic t. Ho wever , we  do 
no t beli eve th a t th is  fa ct  wi ll its el f ser ve  to ju st if y  any redu cti on  in  congres
sional  con trol. We agr ee  th at some flexib ili ty may  be nee ded  whe re  i t  ca n be 
demon str ate d th a t an  ac tiv ity  by it s very nat u re  mus t be so im med ia te ly  re 
sponsive to econom ic cha nges or  an y ot he r changes th a t any de lay in  taking  
necessa ry ac tio n wou ld de feat th e pr im ar y pu rpose fo r which  th e ac tivity  wa s 
cre ate d. Ho wever , even in suc h si tuat ions , i t  does no t necessa rily fol low  th a t 
inc orpo ratio n is th e only solu tion .
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F in ancin g  m ec ha nics  are  avail ab le  to  co nv en tio na l ag en ci es  which  ca n prov ide 
ess en ti a l fle xibi lit y in fin an cing  w hi le  a t th e  sa m e tim e re ta in in g  an  ap pro pri at e 
and des ir ab le  de gree  of  co ng re ss io na l co nt ro l. One su ch  a lt e rn a ti v e  is fo r th e 
Con gr es s to  au th or iz e an  appro pri a ti on  in a st a te d  am ount fo r a ]>e rmane ntly 
av ail ab le  se para te  em erge nc y fu nd. Such a fu nd  could  be repl en ishe d in th e 
am ounts  di sb ur se d th er ef ro m  by  annual appro pri at io ns ba se d on an  ac co un tin g 
by th e  ag en cy  to  be includ ed  and  ju st if ie d in  th e annual  budg et  requ es t.

W it h  spe cif ic re fe re nc e to  th e  pr olon ge d ex is te nc e of  h azard s to  sa fe ty  a t 
th e  W as hi ng to n N at io na l A irport , which  th e A dm in is tr a to r a tt ri b u te s to th e 
in ad eq uac y of  re gula r budget ar y  proc es ses, a tt en ti on  is in vit ed  to  th e Se na te  
heari ngs on th e In dep en de nt  Offices A pp ro pr ia tio n Act , I960, pa ge  428. Th ese 
heari ngs co nt ai n an  ex te ns iv e di sc us sion  o f  m att ers  of  p a rt ic u la r urge nc y.  In  
re sp on se  to  in qu ir ie s as  to  th e  ac tion  ta ke n to co rr ec t th e  defic ien cie s, th e 
A dm in is tr a to r st at ed  th a t a re quest  fo r th e ne ce ss ar y fu nds  had  been pr es en te d 
to  th e  B ure au  of  th e Bud ge t. How ev er , a  re qu es t fo r an  ap pro pri a ti on  was  no t 
su bm it te d fo r co ns id er at io n of  th e  Co ng ress  unti l th e  su bm ission  of  th e bu dg et 
fo r th e  fo llo wing fisc al yea r.  T he In de pe nd en t Offices A ppro pri at io n Act , 1961, 
au th ori zed  a no -y ea r appro pri a ti on  fo r us e in e lim in at in g th e ex is ting  sa fe ty  
h azard s an d to  under ta ke o th er im pr ov em en ts  a t th e a ir port . Th us , an y de lay 
in  ob ta in in g th e ne eded  appro pri a ti on  wo uld appear to  ha ve  be en  oc casio ned by 
adm in is tr a ti ve  de lay in re ques ting  th e  a ppro pri at io n  ra th e r th an  an y inad eq ua cy  
o f th e  r egu la r bu dg et ar y proc es ses.

W e be lie ve  th a t a ir po rt  m an ag em en t has  th e re sp on si bil ity  to  see  to  it  th a t 
sa fe ty  h azard s a re  removed  w it hou t de lay . To  th e ex te n t th a t ex is ting  co nd i
ti ons ca n be  rec ognized o r fo re se en  as  hazard s to  sa fe ty , we th in k th ey  ar e  
m a tt e rs  which  len d them se lv es  to  pr oj ec tion  w ithin  th e re gu la r bu dg et  cycle. 
How ev er , even  w he re  sa fe ty  h aza rd s  a re  n ot  rec og nize d or a re  un pr ed ic ta bl e,  we 
be lie ve  th a t in co rp or at io n is not  ne ce ss ar y fo r th eir  co rr ec tion . A rem ed y ma y 
be  pr ov id ed  th ro ug h th e us e of an  em erge nc y fu nd , such  as  we  su gg es t ab ov e;  
if  no t, th ro ugh  th e su pp le m en ta l ap pro pri a ti on  p roce sses .

3. The  co rp or at io n will  a ls o  be  ab le  to co nd uc t bu sine ss  ne go tiat io ns  w ith 
o th er co mmercial en ti ti es on  a more sa ti sf acto ry  bas is  th an  is  possi ble  
u nder th e  cu rr en t sy stem  in  which  re ve nu es  a re  de po si ted direc tly in th e 
T re asu ry  an d ar e  no t avail ab le  to  pr ov ide se rv ices  or to  m ee t ob lig ati on s. 

In  our op inion,  a F ed er al  ac ti v it y  do es  n ot  re qu ir e co rp ora tion st a tu s in  ord er  
to  p erm it  it  to  de al  ef fect ively w ith  pri vat e bu sine ss  org an iz at io ns . Man y 
F edera l ag en cies  which  a re  no t in co rp ora te d de al  re gu la rl y  w ith  pri vate  bu si 
ne ss  or ga niz at io ns an d we  hav e no  in fo rm at io n th a t th ey  a re  ham pe re d in such  
de al in gs  by  la ck  o f co rp or at io n st a tu s.

In  th e  spe cif ic are a  of  fe es  and  re nts , man y ag en cies  of  G ov er nm en t supp ly  
se rv ic es  an d su pp lie s to  th e  pub lic an d on ly a m in or ity of  th es e are  au th or iz ed  
to  re ta in  al l of  th e co lle ct io ns  so  real ized . Pre su m ab ly  th e  bu ye rs  need th e 
su pp lies  an d se rv ice s fu rn is hed  and  reco gn ize  th a t th ey  m ust  m ee t th e se ll er ’s 
te rm s.  W ith specifi c re fe re nce  to  th e ai rp ort s,  th e  A dm in is tr a to r has  au th ori ty  
und er  se ct ion 3 of  th e ac t of  Ju n e  29, 1940 (54  S ta t.  68 8) , to  de te rm in e an d fix 
re n ts  fo r th e  use of  se rv ices  and  fa cil it ie s a t th e N at io nal  A irpo rt . Sim ilar  
au th o ri ty  w ith re sp ec t to  th e D ulles  In te rn ati onal A irpo rt  is  gra n te d  by th e ac t 
of  Se pt em be r 7. 1950 (64 S ta t.  77 0) . The au th ori ty  of  th e  a ir p o rt s  to use th eir  
re ve nu es  shou ld  not, in  our  op in io n,  be  a fa c to r in  se tt in g  th e  leve l of  re nt s.

W hi le  st andard s fo r re n ts  a re  no t se t by th e ci te d ac ts , th e re  a re  o th er  leg al 
re gula to ry  an d co ng ress iona l po lic y ex pr es sion s av ai la ble  fo r gu ida nce-  F or 
ex am ple,  ti tl e  5 of  th e In dep en den t Offices A pp ro pr ia tio n Ac t, 1952 (65  Sta t. 
29 0; 5 U.S .C. 140) st a te s it  to  be  th e in te ntion of  th e  Con gr es s th a t se rv ice s 
to th e  pu bl ic  sh al l be se lf -s ust ai n in g to  th e fu ll es t exte nt jm ss ib le  an d th is  no t
w it hst andin g  th e ad di tion al  pr ov is io n in th e ac t th a t,  unle ss  o th er w is e prov ided , 
re ce ip ts  re al iz ed  fro m th e fu rn is h in g  of  se rv ices  an d su pp lies  sh al l be de jw si ted  
in th e  T re asu ry  as  misce llan eo us  rece ip ts . A no th er  ex am pl e is th e  B ure au  of 
th e  Bud ge t Bul le tin No. 58 -3 w hi ch  st a te s th a t fu ll co sts sh ou ld  be  rec ov ered  fo r 
se rv ic es  fu rn is hed  an d th a t fa ir  m ar ket  va lu es  sh ou ld  be re al iz ed  from  th e 
sa le  or us e o f  fe de ra lly ow ned re so urc es  of  pr ope rty.  The  B ullet in  rec om me nds 
th a t so un d bu sine ss  m an ag em en t princ ip le s an d co m pa ra bl e co mmercial  pra c
tic es  sh ou ld  be fol low ed as  fa r  as pr ac ti ca ble  an d ad vi sa bl e.

We be lie ve  th a t th e A dm in is tr a to r no w has am pl e gu id an ce  to  de al  eff ec tiv ely  
w ith  th e  a ir li nes an d co nc es sion ai re s in  se tt in g an d ad ju s ti n g  fees  an d rent s. 
In  any ev en t, th e  a pp ro va l of  c harg es to  be mad e by  th e  a ir p o rt s or th e co ng res
sion al  po lic y w ith  re sp ec t th e re to  ca n be es ta bl is he d by a spe cif ic legi sl at iv e 
re quir em en t w ith ou t ne ed  fo r in co rp or at io n.  A nu m be r of un in co rp or at ed
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acti v it ie s are  re qu ired  by  la w  to  es ta bl is h ra te s  a nd pr ic es  fo r goods an d se rv ic es  
fu rn is hed  sufficie nt to  re co ve r co sts, an d in som e ca se s an  am ount fo r re pa ym en t 
w ith  in te re st  on  th e G over nm en t’s in ve stm en t. In  our re po rt  to  th e Con gres s 
on  th e  aud it  of  th e  W as hin gto n N at io na l A irport  fo r th e  fiscal year s 195 6-58 , 
we di sc us se d th e ne ed  fo r a long -ran ge  official  po lic y go ve rn in g fees  an d ch ar ges  
fo r a ir p o rt  fa ci li ti es  an d se rv ic es  (pp . 8-13 ) an d reco mmen de d th a t th e F edera l 
A vi at io n Agenc y e st ab li sh  s uch  a  po licy .

Ther e a re  ot her  as pe ct s to  th e  g re a te r flex ib il ity in  con tr acti ng  metho ds  w hi ch  
is  a tt ri b u te d  to  th e co rp ora ti on  st ru ctu re . The se  re la te  to  ex em pt ions  fr om  
st andard  re qu ir em en ts  of  la w  pert ai n in g to  G ov er nm en t co nt ra ct s,  such  as  th e  
au th o ri ty  to  m ak e con tr ac ts  or oth er  co m m itm en ts  w ithou t re fe renc e to  fis ca l 
year lim itat io ns an d to  nego ti a te  co ntr ac ts  w ithout ad ver ti si ng . Th e Co ng res s, 
under th e ci te d ac ts  of Ju n e  29, 1940, and Sep tem be r 7, 1950, al re ad y has  

•con ferre d broa d con tr ac ti ng  au th o ri ty  on th e A dm in is tr at or,  part ic u la rl y  w ith  
re sp ec t to  th e l ea si ng  of fa c il it ie s an d ar ra ngem ents  w it h  co nc es sion ai res. Also , 
under au th ori ty  of  se ct io n 302 (c ) of  th e  Fed era l P ro pert y  an d A dm in is tr at iv e 
Se rv ices  Ac t of  1949, as  am en ded  (41 U.S .C. 25 2) , th e  G en er al  Se rv ices  Adm in is 
tr a ti on  ha s de le ga te d to  th e  A dm in is tr a to r (G SA  del eg at io n No. 361, Ja n . 27, 
1959 ) au th ori ty  to  nego ti a te  w ithout adver ti si ng  ce rt a in  contr ac ts  fo r su pp lie s 
an d se rv ices  in  co nn ec tion  w ith  a ir po rt  ac ti v it ie s o th er th an  th e adm in is tr a ti ve  
pr og ra m  co nd uc ted by th e  Federa l Aviat io n Agenc y. W e are  no t aw are  of  an y 
re aso n  fo r g re a te r leew ay . If  ad dit io nal  free do m is  ne ce ss ary,  it  m ay  be 
gra n te d  by  t he C on gr es s e ve n if  th e a ir po rt s a re  not  i nc or po ra te d.

The  in di ca te d ne ed  fo r th e  re te ntion of  re ve nu es  to  co nd uc t bu sine ss  ne go ti
a ti ons on a sa ti sf ac to ry  bas is  see ms  to  la ck  val id ity . W e are  of  th e op in io n 
th a t m an ag em en t off icials  of  al l Gov er nm en t ag en ci es  sh ou ld , in carr y in g  ou t 
th e ir  as sign ed  re sp on si bi li ti es , en de av or  to  co nd uc t th e ir  op er at io ns  in  an  effi
ci en t an d econ om ica l m anner ir re sp ec tive  of  w heth er th e  op er at io ns  are  fina nc ed  
out o f a ppro pri at io ns by  th e  Co ng ress  o r o ut  o f re ve nu es  re ta in ed  fo r th a t pu rp os e.  

4. A co mm ercial  a ir p o rt  op er at io n is  pr ec isel y th e  ki nd  of  pre dom in an tly  
bu sine ss  ty pe  ac ti v it y  fo r which  th e Con gr es s has mad e pr ov is io n by
en ac ting  th e G ove rn m en t C or iw ra tion  C on trol  A ct  o f 1945.

Thi s st a te m ent se em s to  su gg es t th a t reco gn iti on  by  th e  Co ng ress  of  th e cor
pora tion  st ru c tu re  as  an  ac ce pt ab le  m ea ns  of  co nd uc ting  ce rt ai n  G ov er nm en t 
ac ti v it ie s may  be  re gard ed  as  a dec la ra tion  of  co ng re ss io na l in te nt io n th a t th e  
co rp or at io n s tr u c tu re  fo r cert a in  ty pe s of  ac ti v it ie s is  to  be pre fe rr ed  ov er  th e  
co nv en tio na l o rg an iz ati onal an d fin an cing  st ru c tu re . W e be lieve  th a t th is  co n
clus ion is  no t co m pat ib le  w ith th e Gov er nm en t C or po ra tion  Co nt ro l Ac t and  
re la te d  ci rc um st an ce s.  In st ea d, th e ba si c in te ntion  of  th e Co ng ress  in  enacti ng  
th e ac t w as  to  give  it  th e  mea ns  to  ex er ci se  co nt ro l ov er , an d oth er w is e re s tr ic t,  
pr ev io us ly  in co rp ora te d  ac tivit ie s,  ra th e r th an  to  c re a te  new co rp or at io ns . T h is  
vie w is su pp or te d by  se ct io n 394 of  th e Gov er nm en t Cor po ra tion  Con tro l Act 
(31 U.S.C . 869 ) w hi ch  ab ol ishe d al l th en  ex is ting  co rp or at io ns  un less  th ey  w ere  
re ch ar te re d by th e C on gr es s be fo re  Ju ne  30, 1948. On ly a few  new corp ora tions 
ha ve  bee n ch art e re d  sinc e en ac tm en t of  th e ac t an d th e to ta l nu m be r of  su ch  
or ga ni za tion s w hi ch  now are  oj> era ting as  go ing co nc er ns  re pre se nts  a d ra s ti c  
•red uc tio n from  th e  num ber  in ex is te nc e whe n th e  ac t w as  en ac ted.  M oreo ve r, 
a nu m be r of  ac ti v it ie s which  ha ve  chara c te ri st ic s si m il ar to th os e co rp ora ti ons 
ap prov ed  under th e  ac t a re  now oper at in g  as co nv en tion al  org an iz at io ns w ith  
fin ancin g pr ov id ed  t h ro ugh  re gu la r a ppro pri a ti on  an d budg et ar y processes.

W ith  re sp ec t to  sp ec ifi c se ct ions  of  II .R . 826, we of fe r th e fo llo wing add it io na l 
co m m en ts :

Se cti on  5 (a )  (p . 3, line  2) pr ov id es  fo r th e  se tt in g  of  ra te s an d char ges  on  
a “s el f- su st ai ni ng  b asi s”  whi le  sect ion 5 (b ) (p.  3, line  10) pr ov id es  th a t ra te s  
an d ch ar ge s be “c onsi st en t w ith  ra te s an d char ges  o f  a si m ilar  n a tu re  a t co m
pa ra bl e a ir p o rt s  w it h in  th e Uni ted S ta te s. ” T here  is a po ss ib il ity of  a co nf lic t 
be tw ee n th es e tw o pr ov is ions , p a rt ic u la rl y  in  th e  ca se  of  Dul les  In te rn a ti o n a l 
A irp or t which , in  th e  fi rs t yea rs  of  op er at io n,  m ay  no t be ab le  to  opera te  on  a 
se lf -s us ta in in g basi s if  r a te s an d ch ar ge s a re  c onsi st en t w ith  th os e of  c om par ab le  
ai rp or ts .

Section  6 (5 ) (A ) and (B ) (p.  6. line 5) pr ovid es  fo r ac qu ir in g pro pert y  and 
co ns truc ting  bu ild in gs an d im pr ov em en ts  w ithout spec ific  au th ori za ti on  by  th e  
Co ngres s. T he  on ly  re st ri ct io ns pla ce d on th e in it ia ti on  of  cap it a l p ro je c ts  or  
new  type s of  ac ti v it ie s is th a t co nt ai ne d in  se ct io n 11 (p. 14, line  17) th a t  su ch  
ca pi ta l p ro je ct s o r new ac tivi ti es  sh al l be  incl ud ed  in th e annual bu dg et  p ro gra m  
pres cr ibed  by se ct io n 162 of  th e G ov er nm en t C orp or at io n Con tro l Ac t. W e be
lie ve  th e Con gr es s wo uld  be  pr ov id ed  w ith  b e tt e r co nt ro l if  II .R . 826 pro vi de d
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th at  the  Congress would have to specifically approve items  of th is natur e before 
they could be under taken;  since  thi s could be accomplished by requ iring  ap
prov al in annual appropriat ion act s of such projects and new activities with  
such lim itat ions as  the Congress may decide to establish .

Section 6(5 ) (D) (p. 6, line 19) would allow con tracto rs or  lessees to alte r, 
rep air , or improve property  of the Corporat ion. In  this  connection, we direct 
att en tio n to the possibili ty of concessiona ires and  ten ants obta ining a vested, 
and  cont inuing inte res t in the  improvements  made by them to Government- 
owned proper ty which would nec ess itate subsequent expend itures by the Gov
ernmen t to remove such vested interests.  In addit ion, thi s autho rity  would 
permit substantial changes to be made  to Government-owned prop erty  without 
specific approval by the Congress, thereby reducing congressional control.

Section 6(10)  (p. 8, line 3) inclu des the  word “specifically” which, as sug
gested in our comments on H.R. 7399, should be omit ted from  H.Ii. 826.

Section 10(b ) (p. 12, line  19) which cites the  basi s for  the  computation of 
inter es t to be paid into the Treasur y appears  to be undu ly complicated. For 
example, it  involves an ana lysis of expe nditures  by fiscal year for the asse ts 
tra nsferre d to the  Corporation (p. 13, line 15). In our opinion, the  same general 
objec tive could be accomplished if  II.R.  826 provided for  th e paymen t of inte rest  
at  ra tes estab lished  by the Secre tary  of the Treasury on the basi s of the Gov
ern me nt’s ne t investment in the Corjioration as provided for in the  law ap
plicable to the  Panama Canal  Company. If  the Congress should  w ant  to exclude 
cer tain item s from the intere st base , thi s could also be provided for  in the bill.

Section 10(c)  (p. 13, line 21) prov ides  for cred iting  pa yments to the Trea sury  
of funds excess to cur ren t needs to the  appropriation account from which ad
vances are made. This provision does not appear necessary since such a de
terminat ion  would be arbi tra ry  because of the impossibili ty of determining 
whether excess funds  were gen era ted  from appropriations  o r from  receip ts from 
operations. This provision  would also tend to lessen congressional control 
due to the  fac t that  such paymen ts would be avai lable to the  Corporation 
without going through the  appro priation process. Fund s considered excess 
of c ur rent  needs would be av ailabl e for  fu tur e use without specific congressional 
author ization .

Section 1 0(e)  (p. 14, line 9) which provides th at  advances from appropriations  
to cover actua l losses of prior years shall not require  the  paymen t of inte rest  
does not  seem to be cons isten t with the  declared objective sta ted  in section 
5( a)  (p. 3, line 2), of H.R. 826 th at  to the maximum exten t prac ticab le the  
Corpora tion should operate on a self- susta ining  basis  consistent with sound 
commercial practices. In a commercial  operation, it is a sound prac tice to 
attem pt to recover  losses in a cu rren t period from futur e operations  whe ther  
through  reduc tion of costs, ad justm en t of rate s charged, increas e in volume 
of business, or a combination  of all  three . The exclusion  of int ere st from such 
an item would resu lt in fai lur e of the  Corporation to be e ntir ely  self-sus taining. 
Accordingly, it  is suggested th at  the Congress may wish to cons ider limit ing 
this provision to extraordinary’ losses resulting from unforesee n cata stro phe  or 
disa ster .

Section 13 (p. 16, line 3) prov ides  for the use of the  Corporation’s airports  
by ai rc ra ft  of the Departm ent of Defense without  charge. Such use without 
charge would be consistent with  the provision in section 11(4)  of the Federal 
Airpor t Act (49 U.S.C. 1110), for public airports  developed, in par t, with 
Federal  funds. However, thi s sect ion of the Fed era l Airpor t Act authorize s 
public air po rts  to assess  charges in those  cases where sub stantial use is made 
of the ai rpor t facilities. In an au di t on the  operations at  Washing ton National  
Airpor t for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961, cur ren tly in process, we noted tha t 
space rentals and landing fees no t recovered from the Depar tment  of the  Air 
Force in fiscal year 1961 tota led $59,340, or about 3 i>ercent o f the  total airpor t 
operations.

Section 14 (p. 16. line 18) which provides for the furnishin g of space without 
charge to cer tain  Government agen cies should also be considered in relat ion to 
the operation of the Corporation’s ai rpor ts on a self- sustaining basis. Public 
Law 87-255 (75 Stat . 527) amended section 109 of the Federal  Aviat ion Act of 
1958 (49 U.S.C. 1509) to author ize  the app ropriat ion of fund s to enable certain 
Fed era l agencies to acquire necessary  space at  public airports . The agencies 
involved are the  Immigration  and Na turalizat ion  Service, Public Health  Service. 
Bureau  of Customs, and the Plan t and  Animal Quarant ine Service. The pro
vision in Publ ic Law 87-255 ap plicable  to public airports  <as defined in the Fed-
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era l Airport  Act) could be made applicable to the Corporation 's airports  in 
H.R. 826.

Section 17(a)  (p. 20, line 4) provides for payments to State and local gov
ernmen ts in lieu of taxes on real  property. PAA presently  does not make 
payments in lieu of taxes on rea l property owned by the  Government.

General.—H.R. 826 does not contain such a provision as was contained in H.R. 
7399, to transfer  to the Corporation the unexpended balances of any appropria
tions made for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the airports to 
be transfer red to the Corporation. This could create  a confusing situation 
whereby the airpo rt operations would be financed in p art  by funds not available 
to the Corporation so th at the corporate financial statements would not disclose 
all financial activities related to the airpor ts for which it would have the re
sponsibility for administration.

Sincerely yours, J oseph Campbell,
Comptroller General of the United Staten.

U.S. Department of Labor,
Office of the Secretary, 

Washington, D.C. March 25,1965.
Hon . Oren Harris,
Chairman, Committee on Intersta te and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Harris : This is in further  response to your request for 
our views on H.R. 826, a bill to create  the National Capital Airports Corpora
tion, to provide for the operation of the federally owned civil airports  in the 
Dist rict of Columbia or its  v icinity by the  Corporation, and for o ther purposes.

Section 12(a) of the bill would require the proposed Corporation to make at 
least  quarte rly contribut ions to the employees’ compensation fund for the full 
cost of benefits paid from such fund on account of injuries to employees of the 
Corporation. It  would also require payment into the Treasury of the United 
States  as miscellaneous receip ts to cover the cost of administration of benefits 
attr ibutable to such cases.

As you know, the Fede ral Employees’ Compensation Act was amended during 
the 86th Congress by the ac t of September 13, 1960 (Public Law 86-767, 74 Stat. 
906). As a result of these amendments, the proposed Corporation would be re
quired to make payments to the employees’ compensation fund and to the Treas
ury under the Federal employees’ compensation program. The special provisions 
contained in the bill also requiring such payments are  therefore unnecessary. 
Under these circumstances, we would suggest tha t the bill be modified to elim
inate  this duplication.

Except for this suggested modification, we have no comment to offer with 
respect to this proposal and would have no objection to its enactment.

The Bureau of the Budget advises tha t there is no objection to the presenta
tion of this  report from the  standi>oint of the administ ration’s program.

Yours sincerely, W. Willard Wirtz,
Secretary of Labor.

Civil Aeronautics Board,
W ashington, D.C., March 18,1963.

Hon. Oren Harris,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : This is in fur the r reply to your lette r of Februa ry 14, 
1963. requesting a report  by the Board on H.R. 2081, a bill to transfer  certain 
administrative responsib ility for the operation of Washington National Airport 
and Dulles International Airport from the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency to a Washington Airpor ts Board, and for other purposes.

The Board appeared before your committee on May 2, 1962, in opposition to 
H.R. 10471, 87th Congress, which was similar to the present H.R. 2081. The 
Board’s position was that the Washington National  Airport had been success
fully operated by the  Federal Aviation Agency, and tha t it would be unwise 
to transfer  the functions of operating  the federally owned airports in the
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Washing ton area  to an enti rely  new group. Rather , the  Board believed that  
it  would be more  de sirab le to establish a National  Capital Airp orts  Corjioration- 
for  ownersh ip and operation  of such airports , unde r the direct ion of the Ad
mini str ato r of th e Federal Avia tion Agency.

The Board continues  to be of these views, and is of the  opinion th at  leg islation  
along  the  lines  of II.R. 826, now pending before  your  committee and  proposing 
a Nat ional Capital Airports Corporat ion,  would provide a more app ropriate 
method  fo r operation  of the airpor ts. Fu rth er , this method  of operation , it  is 
believed, would be more in accord wi th the  proposal by the  adm inis trat ion  
in the  1964 budget for  legisla tion “to establ ish  a Federal  corp orat ion to consoli
da te the management of the  Dulles International and Washington Natio nal 
Airpor ts and  to place these essential ly commercial operations  on a business- type 
bas is” (1964 Budget of th e U.S. Government, pt . IV, p. 90).

The Board does not, therefore, fav or the  enac tmen t of H.R. 2081, but  would 
favor the en actm ent of legislat ion along t he  lines  of H.R. 826.

We have  been advised  by the Burea u of the  Budget t ha t enactm ent of H.R. 2081 
would be inconsis tent with  the admi nis tra tio n’s objectives and th at  enactment 
of legislation  to cre ate  a Natio nal Capital Airp orts  Corporation would be con
sis ten t with th e ad minis tra tion’s objectives.

Sincere ly yours,
Alan S. Boyd, Chairman.

U.S. Civil Service Commission , 
Washington, D.C., March 21, 1963.

Hon. Oren H arris,
Chairman, Committee on Intersta te and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chaiuman : This is in  fu rthe r response to your requ est of Feb rua ry 
14, 1963, for  a rep ort  on H.R. 2081, a bill to tra nsfer cer tain  adm inistra tive 
responsibil ity for the operation of Washin gton Nat iona l Airpor t and  Dulles 
In ter na tio na l Airj iort  from the Ad minis tra tor  of the Federal  Aviat ion Agency 
to a  Washing ton A irpo rts Board, an d for  other purposes.

The Civil Service  Commission does no t oppose the provisions in sect ion 2 which 
fix the salaries for  the five members of the  proposed W ashing ton Airpor ts Board 
and author ize  necessary  personnel to be appo inted  and compensated in accord
ance with  civil service  and class ificat ion laws. These are the only p rovisions in 
H.R. 2081 of ad minis tra tive concern to th e Commission.

We would like  to poin t out, however, th at  throughout  the  bill thi s legisla tion 
is refe rred  to as  the  “Washington Ai rports Act of 1962.” This da te should be 
changed to “1963.”

The Bureau  of the Budget advises th at  from the stan dpo int of the adminis tra 
tion’s program the re is no object ion to the submission of this  reimrt.

By direction of th e Commission.
Sincerely  yours,

(S igned) J ohn W. Macy, Jr., Chairman.
Mr. F riedel. I have my own statement I would like to have put in 

the record as well as one from Sena tor Beall, and one from Senator 
Brewster.

(The statements referred to follow :)
Statement of Hon. Samuel N. Friedel, a Representative in Congress From 

the State of Maryland

Mr. Chai rman , I want to thank you for your cooperation in scheduling  an 
ear ly hearing  on  my bill. H.R. 2081, to crea te  a  sep ara te board to o perate  W ash
ington Nat iona l and Dulles Airports. Before  going into  the  mer its of my bill 
I want to point out  to the committee th at thi s measure  does not include the 
amendments suggested during the hea rings las t year. I though t it  best  to  s ta rt  
at  the  beginning, but  I would welcome any  suggestions the  members of this 
committee wish to  make to amend my bill.

To sta te briefly  the  purpose of H.R. 2081. i t would create  a sep ara te board  to 
operate  Washington National and Dulles Int ern ati onal Airports. At the  present  
time, the  Feder al Aviat ion Agency is owner, operator, and regula tor  of these  
two air po rts  and  thi s creates a conflict of int ere st which should be corrected 
at  the  earlie st possible  moment. This  committee has juri sdic tion  over all  the



WAS HING TON, D.C., AIRPORTS 19

reg ula tory agencies and  we w’ould not tolera te any oth er agency owning and  
ope rati ng the same fac ilit ies  it  is charged with  regu lating. I do not think any 
excep tion should be made in the case of the  FAA because we already have  
ample  evidence that  such an  arrang ement  is not  in the  bes t inte res t of the 
traveling public.

More tha n 10 years ago, the old Civil Aero naut ics Adminis trat ion  and  the  
Civil Aeronautics Board officials testified before thi s comm ittee that  Wash ing
ton Nat ional Airp ort traffic had reached a sa tur ati on  point, which resu lted in 
several  near accidents. This testim ony was given to just ify  the  need for  an 
add itio nal  air po rt to serve the  Baltim ore-W ashington are a, in spite of the  fac t 
th at  Friendship  Air por t was  avai lable to handle je t traffic. However, nei ther 
the  CAB, the CAA, or its  successor, the FAA, took any action to relieve the  
congest ion at  Wash ington National  during the  10 yea rs before Dulles Airp ort 
was  operational unt il it  was  orde red to do so by the Congress. This is proof 
posi tive that  the FAA was not acting in the  best int ere st of the flying public. 
When  other air ports  aro und  the  country became overcrowded, the old CAA and 
the new FAA took prom pt act ion  to corre ct the  s ituation—a nd they would have  
done the  same at  Washin gton National  if they  had  not  been the  owner  of the 
airport,  as  well as its  re gu lat or  and operator.

You a ll know the h isto ry of the  building  of a new air po rt for  the Washington- 
Baltim ore  area . The CAA star ted out telling us that  the  new airport would 
cost  $14 million and  we hav e poured more than  $106 million  into this white ele
ph an t and  more money is requ ested again this year. However,  the Dulles Air 
po rt is operating  now and  the re is nothing to do but use i t  But I repeat  again  
wh at  I have said for  10 y ears, and that  is. this air po rt has cost the  taxpay ers  
dearly and it  will con tinue  to  cost millions of do llars each year .

Even before Dulles opened for  business  las t fall, we hea rd o f instances whe re the 
FAA was put ting pre ssu re on the air lines to move to Dulles, whe ther  they  
wan ted to or not. And believe me, gentlemen, the  air lin e people I have talk ed 
to told me t ha t they were  not  moving to Dulles  voluntarily. In fact,  these ai r
line officials sta ted  th at  it  would cost them $1 million more to ope rate  from  
Dulles than  it d id to  op era te f rom Friendship .

In  December 1961 the  Aviat ion Daily repo rted  th is sta tem ent  made by the  
Adminis trat or of the  FAA. “The ca rriers  are  try ing  to trea t me j us t like  any  
oth er airport owner and  they won’t get away with it. This is a th reat  to them. 
If  they don’t come to  me within  2 weeks, we’ll lay the  te rmina l out ourselves and 
th at  will be it.” Now. I ask  you. gentlemen, could any  other air po rt owner in 
the  coun try get by with th is kind of pressure on the  airl ines? Of course they  
could not.

But  this is pa rt of the reason why the  FAA should  not be perm itted  to func
tion as owner—ope rator—a nd regulator—of these  two airpor ts. As long as thi s 
situ atio n continues, the public convenience and necessity will not be the ba sis for  
deciding which ai rp or t the air lin e may use. Such decisions will continue to be 
based on how much money the  FAA can get out  of the ir white elephant in 
Chan tilly,  Va.

When the Fed era l Avia tion Agency was established  by this  committee its  
purpose was outlined to be a s fol low s:

(1) The regula tion of ai r commerce in such a man ner as to best  promote 
its development an d safety  and fulfill the requ irem ents  of nationa l defense.

(2) The promotion,  encouragement, and development of civil aeronautic s.
(3) The control  of the  use of navigable airspace of the United Sta tes  and 

the  regu lation of both civil and mi lita ry operations  in such airspace in the 
inte res t of the sa fety  and efficiency of both.

(4) The consolidation  of research  and development with  respect to ai r 
navigation  fac ilit ies , as well as the  ins tal lat ion  and opera tion thereof.

(5) The development and operation  of a common system of a ir  traffic  
control and nav iga tion  for both m ilit ary  and civil a irc raf t.

I believe it is past time for the FAA to go back to these  functions as orig ina lly  
authorized by Congress—and get out of the business of owning and  opera ting 
the  same airports  it  regula tes.

It  would be int ere sting  to know just  how much time Mr. Hala by has  spe nt 
on operating  Dulles Airpor t and solving its  problems when he could have been 
devoting his cons iderable  tale nts  and exper ience  to the job FAA was set  up to 
do. Surely the re is enough to do in developing an airwa ys system and promoting 
safe ty without  hav ing to be a par t-tim e bui lder and real  estate  agent . La st 
year, FAA officials sta ted  that  they wished to be “indep endent of Dulle s.” I
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th in k  no w is  the tim e to g ra n t th e ir  w ish an d put  Dul les an d W as hi ng to n N a
ti onal  in  th e same bo at  as  a ir p o rt s  al l ov er  th e U ni ted Sta te s.

My bi ll  projH)ses th a t an  a ir p o rt  bo ar d be es ta bl is he d to  oper at e W as hi ng to n 
N at io na l an d Du lle s In te rn ati onal Air j>o rts  an d th a t th is  boar d sh al l co ns is t of  
five  mem be rs  ap po in ted by th e P re si den t,  w ith  th e ad vi ce  an d co ns en t of  th e 
Se na te . Su ch  a bo ard wo uld  o pera te  th es e a ir port s by pro vid in g se rv ice on th e 
ba si s of  pu bl ic  convenien ce an d ne ce ss ity . Th ese a ir p o rt s w ou ld  co nt in ue  to be 
su bj ec t to  FA A re gu la tio n,  th e sa m e as  al l ot he r a ir po rt s in  th e co un try,  b u t 
th ey  w ou ld  o pe ra te  f re e from  FA A pre ss ur es .

Som e pe op le ha ve  ex pr es se d co nce rn  th a t su ch  a boar d m ig ht be  su bj ec t to  
po li tica l p re ss ure  if  th e m em be rs  w er e ap po in te d by th e  P re si den t.  In  th is  
co nn ec tio n,  I wo uld lik e to po in t o u t th a t official s of  al l th e re gu la to ry  ag en cies  
a re  now ap po in te d by th e P re si den t an d I do no t see  w hy  an  a ir p o rt  bo ar d wo uld 
be an y di ff er en t as  f a r as po lit ic s a re  c on cerned .

In ci den ta lly , it  mig ht  be we ll to  sp ec ify  in th e bil l th a t one mem be r of  th e 
boa rd  sh ou ld  be  fro m M ar yl an d,  on e fr om  Virg in ia , an d one fr om  th e D is tr ic t 
of  Colum bia,  sin ce  thes e a re  th e a re a s  which  ar e  se rv ed  by W ash in gto n N at io na l 
an d D ul le s In te rn ati onal A irpo rts.

To  give  you a br ie f ex am pl e of th e  ne ed  fo r su ch  a se para te  bo ar d,  I wo uld  
like  to  poin t ou t th a t th e  FA A has a lr eady  forced  40 per ce nt  of  th e a ir li nes’ j e t 
fl ight s to  mo ve fro m F ri en dsh ip  In te rn a ti o n a l A irport  to Dul le s.  Pu bl ic  con 
ve ni en ce  a nd  ne ce ss ity  w as  n ot c on side re d.

Pe op le  fr om  Bal tim or e Ci ty  an d o th er part s of  M ar yl an d m ust  tr av el  70 mile s 
to  re ac h D ul le s A irpo rt  an d th e d is ta nce  from  som e se ct ions  of  N orthw es t W as h
ingt on  a re  al m os t as  gr ea t.  Ye t th e  je t fli gh ts ha ve  been ord er ed  to op er at e 
from  D ul le s be ca us e th e FAA w an ts  to m ak e th a t a ir p o rt  show  th a t it  can pa y 
it s way , th er eb y ju st if y in g  th e expendit u re  of  m ore th an  $100 mill ion of th e ta x 
pay er’s m on ey .

Do any  of  you ge nt lemen  kn ow  of  any oth er m ajo r ci ty  in  th e  co un try whe re  
th e c it iz en s m us t tr av el  70 mile s to  cat ch  a je t pl an e?  I ha ve  not heard  of  a ny , 
an d I am  su re  th e peop le of  o th er la rg e  ci tie s wo uld no t to le ra te  th is  si tu at io n.  
Th ey  wou ld  de m an d—an d ge t— b e tt e r se rv ice . B ut th e peop le of W as hing ton 
ha ve  no R ep re se nt at iv es  in Con gr es s to  pl ea d th eir  ca se  a nd  th e  FA A has  tu rn ed  
a deaf e a r to  th e pl ea s of W ash in gt on re si de nts  an d th e pe op le  of  Bal tim or e 
an d th e ir  R ep re se nt at iv es  f or b e tt e r je t se rv ices  from  Fri en ds hi p.

In ci de nta lly,  I might  men tio n th a t F ri en dsh ip  w as  one of  th e  fi rs t a ir po rt s 
in  th e countr y  equip ped to hand le  je t  fl ight s an d good se rv ice w as  be ing  pro
vid ed  fo r th e  peop le in th e W as hin gto n-B al tim ore  a re a  ou t of  F ri endsh ip  be fore  
D ul le s op en ed  la s t fa ll . No on e h as  di sp ut ed  th is —no t ev en  th e  FA A an d I do 
no t kn ow  of  an y co m pl aint s fr om  a i r  tr avele rs  who  la nd ed  a t  Fri en dsh ip .

Now, if  an  a ir li ne  w an ts  a  ce rt if ic ate  to se rv ice th e B al tim or e- W as hi ng to n are a 
from  Fri en ds hi p, it  is to ld  th a t it  m ust  se rv ice  W as hi ng to n ou t of  Dul les an d 
re qu es t a  se para te  ce rt if ic at e to  se rv ic e Bal tim or e.  A irl ine pas se ng er s are  led  
to  be lie ve  th a t if  they  w ant to  bu y a ti ck et  to  W as hi ng ton,  th ey  m ust  ta ke  th e 
je t  fl ight s in to  Du lles. FA A do es  not  even co ns id er  th e fa c t th a t a t le ast  4 
mill ion pe op le liv e w ithin  a 50-m ile  ra d iu s of Fri en dsh ip , w hi le  on ly  ab out one- 
th ir d  th a t nu m be r liv e w ithin  a 50 -m ile  ra d iu s of  Dul les. G ro und tr av el  tim e 
is br us he d as id e as  a m att er of  no  co nseq ue nc e,  bu t I am  su re  th e tr av el in g  p ub 
li c  d oes no t ag re e w ith  t h is  vie w.

Thi s is ju s t one  mo re  ex am pl e o f d is re gard  fo r th e  pu bl ic  in te re s t when we  
have a  Gov ernm en t agency  ac ti ng  a s  ow ner, ope ra to r,  an d re gu la to r of  th es e 
-two a ir port s.

I be lie ve  th a t th e cr ea tion  of  a se para te  a ir po rt  bo ar d to opera te  th es e two 
a ir po rt s is  im port an t to th e re si den ts  of  th e W as hi ng to n a re a  be ca us e it  wi ll 
pro vi de  th e  are a  w ith  mo re  eff icient a ir p o rt  ad m in is tr a ti on  an d ope ra tion . I t  is 
im port an t to th e ta xp ay ers  be ca us e i t  w ill  mean a mor e ec on om ical  op er at io n 
by  peop le who se  sol e in te re st  w ill  be  pr ov id in g good a ir p o rt  se rv ice.  An d it  is 
Im port an t to  th e FA A an d th e  a ir  tr an sp o rt a ti on  in dust ry  be ca us e it  wi ll give 
th e  A dm in is tr a to r mo re  tim e to  dev ote  to  his  duties  as  de ve lope r an d re gula to r 
of  an  a ir p o rt  syste m wh ich  will  pro vid e th e max im um  sa fe ty  fo r a ir  tr av el er s.

I ha ve  to ld  you  wh y I th in k m y bi ll  is  a  good one . Now  I w an t to  te ll you  
why  I am  opposed  to  th e so -call ed  A ir port  Cor po ra tion  bil l sp on so red by the 
FA A, and my  reas on  is a simpl e one. Thi s m ea su re  is  de sign ed  to  prov ide 
Ba ck -doo r sp en di ng  au th ori ty  fo r th e  FA A so th a t th ey  wi ll no t ha ve  to come 
be fo re  Con gr es s each  ye ar  to  ju s ti fy  th e  ex pen diture  of  more m il lion s of  do llar s 
of  th e  ta x p ay e rs ’ money . T hat is  th e  sum an d su bs ta nc e of  th e  FA A bill  an d I 
do  n o t th in k  th is  p rinc ip le  is a so un d one.
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This  Corpora tion bill does not cor rec t the  conflict-of-interes t problem I am 
talking about because i t would make  the Adm inis trator of the  FA A head of the 
new so-called Airpor t Corporation. As a ma tte r of fact,  it  will only compound 
the conflict of intere st because the  Ad minis tra tor  of the FAA, as  head  of the  
Corporation, will have auto mat ic acce ss to funds which he does not  have  to 
justi fy  before  the Congress.

Tha nk you for  your patience, gentlemen. I hope you will tak e favorable 
actio n on my bill to create thi s se pa ra te  Airp ort Board because  it  is in the  
public inte res t.

Statement of Hon. J. Glenn Beall, a U.S. Senator From the State of 
Maryland

Mr. Chairman, I apprecia te being given this opportunity  to subm it my views 
wi th resp ect to the establishme nt of a Washington  Airpor ts Boa rd. Your sub
committee has  before it  fou r bills  on this subject . H.R. 2081, introduced by 
Mr. Friedel,  is identical to S. 738, which I cosponsored with  Sen ator Brewster. 
H.R. 3406 and  H.R. 3328, int roduce d by Congressman Lan kford and  Long, are 
sim ilar  to H.R. 2081. A fou rth  bi ll, H.R. 826, introduced by the  ch airm an of th is 
subcomm ittee, adopts  a som ewhat d iffe rent approach.

H.R. 2081 would tra ns fer the  respo nsib ility  for  the  ope ration of Washington 
Nat ional Airp ort and Dulles  Inter na tio na l Airpor t from the  Fed era l Aviation 
Agency to a Wash ington  Ai rpo rts  Board.  This  bill would thu s remove the  
Fed era l Aviation Agency from its  dua l role as both ope rator and regula tor  of 
the  Washington  airp orts . The establishment of a Washington  Airp orts  Board 
is essenti al if we are  to guaran tee a free  competitive  atm osphere for  all of the  
air po rts  in the area.

Mr. Chai rman, it is well know n th at  I have been a cri tic  of the  Dulles In te r
national Airport from the  time of its conception. More than  $100,000,000 in 
Feder al funds have been investe d in this  fac ility —an amoun t fa r in excess of 
orig ina l estimates. The Dulles Airp ort is now a rea lity , and  it  is not  my in
ten tion to sabotage the  orderly development of thi s fac ility . At  the  same time, 
I will  not stand by and  allow an airport,  federa lly conceived and financed, to 
be given a preference in competition with  Friend ship Airport , which has  fo r 
some time provided efficient an d effective service to the Washing ton metropol itan 
area.

H.R. 826, introduced by Mr. Williams, contempla tes the  c reat ion of a National  
Capital Airports Corporat ion,  sub ject  to the  direction of the Admin istrator  of 
the Fed era l Aviation Agency. This  bill would, in my opinion, perpetuate the 
discrim inatory  atmo sphere which led to the  introduction of the  bills introduced 
by members of the  Maryland delegation. At prese nt, the  adm inis trat ion  of the  
Washington  airports  is dir ectly  under the control of the man responsib le fo r 
regula ting the very air lines which will have  to make a choice as  to whethe r to 
use Dulles or F riendship. Th is man is the  Adm inistrato r of the  Federa l Aviation 
Agency, and it is my opinion th at  it is impossible for  him to wea r the  two ha ts 
of airports  promoter and impartial avia tion reg ula tor  at  the same time. For 
thi s reason, I  oppose H.R. 826.

Last year, officials of the Fede ral Aviation Agency and  the  Civil Aeronautics 
Board announced that, upon completion of Dulles In ter na tio na l Airpo rt, all je t 
service for Washington would be d iverted from Fri end ship Intern ational Airpor t 
to Dulles. Since 1959, Fri endsh ip has  served  Washing ton area je t traffic effi
cien tly and effectively. Yet this traffic was to be diverte d by Federal edict, fo r 
no reason  other tha n th at  Dulles  is  to be considered the air po rt of the  Nation ’s 
Capital. So long as Dul les and Washington Nat iona l are  administered  by the 
Federal  Aviation Agency, service to area residen ts and  preferen ce of the  a irl ines  
will no longer be fac tor s in determin ing the  development of commercial avi ation  
in the  met ropo litan  a rea .

At present. Fri end ship offers more convenient serv ice to res idents  of Mont
gomery and Prince  Georges Counties, as well as those  people l iving in t he  wes tern 
ha lf of the Distr ict  of Columbia. These people deserve the rig ht to choose 
the airport facility  w hich  best serves their needs. I do not suggest  that  Fr iend 
ship  he given a preference. At the  same time. I can not  condone preferen tia l 
treatm ent f or Dulles.

Mr. Chairman, Fr ien dship  Intern ational Airpo rt serves a regio nal are a in 
excess of 6 million popu lation. An increasing number of people and businesses 
have become dependent upon the  ai r service  prov ided  by thi s faci lity . At th e



22 WASHINGTON, D.C., AIRPORTS

same time, the  grow th of Frie ndship  Airpo rt has reflected  the grow th of the  
are a which it serves. Any actio n to expand  the Dulles Airpor t by arb itrari ly 
reducing the  abi lity  of Friendship Ai rpo rt to serve this  rapidly expanding area 
cann ot be condoned. It is for thi s reason  th at  my colleagues  and I vigorously 
suppor t the  establish men t of an agency independent of the Fed era l Aviation 
Agency to adm inister the Washington airports . The establishment of a Wash 
ington Airpor ts Board  will insure equ itab le trea tment  for all air po rts  serving  
the  Nation’s Capital .

Mr. Chairman, I know I  speak for hundred s of thousands of res idents  in both 
Maryland and  the Distr ict of Columbia when I urge favorable  consideratio n of 
H.R. 2081.

U.S. Senate,
Committee on Government Operations,

March 19,1963.
Hon. J ohn Bell W illiams,
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, Inte rsta te and For

eign Commerce Committee, U.S. House of  Representatives, Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Chairman : I had hoped to app ear  before your comm ittee in person 

to tes tify  on behalf of Congressman Fre ide l’s bill, H.R. 2081, which would 
create  a sepa rat e Washington Airpor ts Board and tra ns fer cer tain adminis tra 
tive  responsibil ity for the opera tion of Wash ington Nat ional Airp ort and  Dulles 
In ter na tio na l Airpor t from the Adm inis trat ion  of the Fed era l Aviation Agency 
to this  newly c rea ted  Board.

Unfor tunate ly, I must  be away from  Wash ington on official business  and I 
must, ther efore, use this means of express ing my full  supp ort of H.R. 2091 
and identical companion bills introduced by Congressman Lan kford and  Con
gressman  Long of  Maryland.

Senator  Beall and I have intro duce d identical legisla tion in the Senate, which 
has been re ferre d to the  Senate Committee on Commerce.

It may be said that  the Mary land delegation’s intere st in thi s legislat ion is 
parochia l and  th at  we are merely  att em pting  to  p rotec t the intere st and  w elfare 
of Bal tim ore’s Frie ndship In ter na tio na l Airport. For myself, in all candor,
I mus t admi t that  I am inte rest ed in pro tect ing Friendsh ip's interest, but  the 
over riding conside ration in my spon sorship of this  legisla tion is my Arm con
viction th at  our  Nat ion’s ai r passengers, our airlin es, and our  ai rp or t boards 
all over the  c oun try  would be be tte r served  if the FAA is  relieved of its present 
dual role as both operato r and reg ulato r of Washington National  and  Dulles 
Intern ational Airports.

Under  cu rre nt  law, the FAA is cha rged with  the ownership and also the 
opera tion of these airports  which compe te with othe r air po rts  also subject to 
its regulat ions . It  is my firm belief  th at  such an arrang ement  con stitutes a 
clear  conflict of intere st and is contr ary  to the  public inte rest . I believe that  
the FAA sh ould  promptly be relieved of its  opera tional and promotional inte rest  •
in Dulles In ter na tio na l and Washing ton Nat ional Airports in orde r th at  it may 
be completely free to concentra te on its  primary function of enforcing safety 
regu lations and  maintaining prop er a ir  control and navigat iona l facil ities .

I am sure th at  yo ur subcommittee will  hear  ample testimony from represent a
tives  of the  Friend ship Airp ort Board  and othe rs who are  test ifying on behal f •
of avia tion int ere sts  of the Sta te of Maryland  rega rding the need fo r improved
service  at  Friendsh ip.

We who suppor t this legislation are definitely not  seeking any pre ferent ial 
trea tment  for Friendsh ip Int ern ati onal Airport . We are merely  try ing  to es
tablish  a  c limate where  Friendsh ip can compete  freely and  openly with any  and 
all fac iliti es which  seek to serve the  tho usa nds of air  travelers  in the  Greater  
Washington metropolitan  area.

I am convinced that  the establ ishment of an independent Washington Air
port s Board would a ssure th at such a competit ive climate did exist.

I respectfu lly urge  your  subcommittee’s favo rable cons idera tion of H.R. 2081 
and would app reci ate it if you would make thi s le tte r a pa rt  of the  record of 
your hearings.

Sincerely yours,
Daniel B. Brewster,

U.S. Senator.
Mr. Friedel. At this time I will call on my colleague from Mary

land, Congressman Long.
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STA TEME NT OF HON. CLA REN CE D. LONG, A RE PR ES EN TA TIVE  IN  
CONGRESS FROM TH E STATE OF MARYL AND

Mr. Long. It  is a great pleasure to appear here this  morning be
fore this  subcommittee, presided over by my good friend  and col
league, Sam Friedel, who has compiled a rea lly distinguished record 
in his service here in Congress for Maryland and for the country. 
We have great affection and  respect for him in the  Maryland delega
tion.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportuni ty to appear before  you as a witness for H.R. 3328, which 
I introduced February 4, to divorce ownership of Dulles Intern a
tion al Airport and Washington  National Air por t from the Federa l 
Aviation  Agency, and to set the administration of those a irports up 
under a separate board.

I introduced this bill because of the conflict o f duties inherent in 
the present operation and ownership of these two airports by the 
FAA , whose primary function is to enforce air  safety regulations, 
mainta in proper  air  traffic control and air  navigation facilities 
throughout the United States, and promote civil aviation.

You would not expect the ICC, which regulates railroads, to run 
a railroad, nor the Coast Guard, which regulates intercoastal traffic 
and harbors, to run a marina .

Men faced with a conflict of duties may honestly attempt to act 
objectively, but the ir judgments nevertheless remain open to ques
tion.

Yet the FAA, which polices airline and airport safety, also acts as 
airport landlord  in the  case of Washington National and Dulles.

I would like to spell out for the record some of the present duties  
of the FAA.

1. It  owns and operates  Washington National  and Dulles Airports.
2. It  allocates construction subsidies to non-Federal airports .
3. It  regulates a irline  and airpo rt safety. The FAA licenses pilots 

And crews and conducts regular in-flight checks of their performance* 
It  also inspects ai rline  maintenance procedures.

4. The FAA provides  airport controllers at all major fields and  
provides for air  navigat ion devices throughout the Nation.

5. It  controls the use of  navigable airspace in the interest of the  
safety and efficiency of both.

6. The FAA  also is charged with the promotion, encouragement, 
and development of  civil aeronautics.

Now, I  would like to spell out for the record some of the duties  of 
the FAA’s sister  agency, the  Civil Aeronautics Board.

1. It  regulates rates and routes.
2. It  conducts accident investigations with FAA  cooperation.
3. It  provides airline subsidies.
Because the work of these two agencies frequently overlaps, as in 

an accident investigation,  and requires much cooperation, the CAB 
and FAA are closely related and have a grea t community of int er
est, although each is formally independent of the other. A good ex
ample of this  would be a route scheduling case before the CAB which 
might require an FAA appra isal of the airspace questions involved.
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Between these two agencies many decisions are made which vitally 
affect the  airlines. Therefore, I would like to see Dulles and Wash
ington  National run by an agency which has no d irect o r indirect ties 
with the FAA. Mr. Halaby,  himself, said before this committee last 
year that  he would like to see the  operation of Dulles as far  from his 
office as possible.

We saw recently what happened because of FAA a irpo rt ownership 
when Dulles opened last fall. Airlines which are losing money daily 
and depend heavily upon Government subsidy rushed headlong from 
Friendsh ip to the new jetport despite the fact th at land ing fees there 
are more than twice those at Friendsh ip.

One airline even canceled Friendsh ip-Miami daytime jet  service 
with high passenger loads and high profits and initia ted substantia lly 
the same flights a t Dulles, where it  promptly  lost money and had poor 
passenger loads and was obliged to move part of its service back to 
Friendship .

We also have the public word of a  foreign carr ier tha t it moved its 
London service from Friendship to Dulles because the FAA had an
nounced the  Chantilly Field  was  to be the “official” National Capital 
Airp ort.

Thus, we saw in a very short space of time a grea t tran sfe r of flights 
from Friendship, a well-established, modem airport convenient for 
both Baltimore and Washington, to Dulles, a half-completed, rural  
terminal with higher landing fees which is extremely inconvenient 
for  Maryland passengers.

Indeed, if you take Friendsh ip as the center of a circle and extend' 
the radius 50 miles, you will see th at more than  4 million people live 
in th is area. A simila r circle around Dulles would show only a th ird 
of Friendsh ip area population. Moreover, many of those who lie 
within the Dulles circle also lie inside the Friendship circle.

The FAA and its sister agency, the CAB, have denied tha t they 
exercised any undue influence upon the airlines to patronize Washing
ton National or Dulles at the expense of Friendship. I believe this is 
a statement honestly made. Mr. Halaby has said he wants to “ let the 
passenger decide” where he will fly from.

With  certain qualifications, however, passengers fly from the airport 
where the service is. If  passengers cannot get the service they want,, 
at the most convenient ai rport , they must either go to another airpor t 
or take the train—or not go at all.

So the  passenger does not always decide d irectly which airport he 
will fly from or to. The airlines and the CAB make much of his 
decision for him bv scheduling some service here, other flights there.

The people of Baltimore believe that many airlines have offered 
service at  Dulles not because the market called for  it, but because the 
carriers  do not wish to offend the FAA, which polices the industry.

They would like to see Frien dship compete on more even terms with 
Washington National and Dulles. A separate , independent National 
Capital Airports  Board would put  to rest thei r fears tha t FAA  in
fluence could, or would be, used to injure the competitive position of 
Friendship in the Baltimore-Washington air  market.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Friedel. Thank you very much.
Congressman Broyhill, of Virginia.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL  T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN  
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIR GINIA

Mr. Broyiiill. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepa red statement. 
I intend  to be as brief as possible, because I understand  the chairman 
wants to try  to conclude these hearings th is morning.

Furthermore, as the  chairman knows, this committee held extensive 
hearings on this legislation last year—I am referring to H.R. 826. I 
am particularly  interested, Mr. Chairman, in section 7 of H.R. 826, 
beginning on page 8, line 14, and ending on page 9, line 5.

The substance of that  language is to authorize the transfer  of the 
access road to the Dulles International Airpor t over to any Federal 
or S tate agency, and it has language in there which would not prevent 
the construction of addi tional highway lanes on tha t right-of-way.

Now, this problem was brought to ligh t la st year when the original 
legislation was proposed by the Federa l Aviation Agency in which 
they asked for auth ority in the legislation to t ransfe r the access road 
to another Federal  agency.

Now, in the original A irport Act of  1950, there is autho rity to t rans
fer the access road to any State agency or to the Distr ict of Columbia 
government. But they asked last year  for authority  to tran sfer  it 
lo a Federal agency. And we were advised t hat  tha t Federal agency 
they had in mind was the National Park Service, wdio publicly ind i
cated that if they took over the access road, t ha t they did not intend to 
permit any further widening of such access road.

At the time that the land was acquired, it was indicated by the 
then Administrator of the FAA that  enough r ight-of-way was going  
to be acquired and was acquired to permi t future widening of the 
access road to meet local traffic needs.

Of course, by transfer ring  this right-of-way to another Federal 
agency, without any restrictions or requirements, then what we think 
is an obligation would be ignored by the Federa l Government.

So we proposed language last year, Mr. Chairman, to amend tha t 
proposal, to requ ire t hat —or rather to state in effect that, any t ransfe r 
to a Federal agency would not prevent the widening of the access road 
if necessary to meet local tra nsposit ion needs, or traffic needs.

I have received a commitment from our S tate highway commission
er in Virgin ia that  they would agree or are ready to agree to any  of 
three alternatives concerning that access road.

No. 1, t hat  they would be willing to take over the additional righ t- 
of-way at. this time, and immediately proceed with the issuance of 
bonds to provide the revenue for the construction or paving of the 
right-of-way, and of course would set up a toll system fo r repaying  
the bonds.

Secondly, they would be willing to take  over the ent ire access road, 
the portion which is now paved, for maintenance, if they could obta in 
an agreement from the Federa l Aviation Agency that local traffic 
could have access to the existing pavement up until the traffic count 
reaches a certa in point. Or third , if the Congress or the Bureau of 
Public Roads could see fit to transfer this highway or  make thi s access 
road a p art of the Interstate  Highway System, or a spur  of the In ter
state Highw ay System, the S tate of V irgin ia would be wil ling to pay 
10 percent of the original construction cost, and of course 10 percent 
of the cost of any necessary cost for fu ture widening.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, we in Virginia are very much concerned to 
what happens to this access road, or any language tha t might affect 
the access road, because the access road actually splits  Fairf ax County 
in half.  It  is a limited-access road. You cannot get on it at any 
poin t other than going direct ly to and from the airpo rt. The town 
of Herndon, the community of Herndon, out there is an existing com
munity  which is suffering an impact by virtue o f the construction of 
this airport. The people there at Herndon feel that  they should be 
permitted  to get on this access road and go back and forth  to Wash
ington, particu larly in view of the fact tha t the access road is hardly 
being used at this time, and will not be up to its  sa turation point for 
many, many years.

We feel tha t there should be some access granted  to tha t road until 
it does—until the traffic count increases to a poin t that , let's say, 
would make i t inconvenient for local use of the access road.

We hope that  the committee will certainly go along with the 
language of section 7. If  any further  legislation is necessary to 
perm it the transfer of t his access road, or portion of the access road 
to the  Sta te of Virginia, I  intend to introduce i t in separate  legislation 
in the event th at this  legislation  get bogged down in other  controversy.

Mr. F riedel. I can assure the gentleman it will lie considered. But 
do you think that  once Virginia is allowed to use this  access to Dulles 
Airpor t, and maybe 5 years from now it would be required to transfer 
all the t raffic to that airp ort,  t ha t the people from Virg inia  would get 
off these access roads once they were given permission to use them ?

Mr. Broyhill. I think  there would have to be some rather binding 
agreement on that.  The State of Virginia is willing now to proceed 
with the construction of addit ional  lanes on the additional right-o f- 
way. I believe in view of tha t—or rather, if Virginia  follows through 
with that action, then the FA A could well afford to let the local people 
have access to the existing paving until this  additional paving is 
completed.

I don’t think they would be sticking thei r neck out. Certainly it 
is somewhat like a dog in a manger to have such a wide, beautiful road 
like tha t out there that  is hard ly being used, when there are local 
people that  could use it for  commuting back and for th to Washing
ton. I th ink we could come to an agreement with the  FA A or through 
some congressional legislation to permit access to the existing paving 
for a period of 3 or 4 or 5 years,  or until the traffic count reached a 
certain  point, whichever comes first, to assure that  the  State of Vir 
ginia won’t get on the existing paving and then stay on it for an 
indefinite period of time. I think w’e can come to such an agreement.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Hemphill.
Mr. H emphill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am sorry I  missed par t of your testimony.
You are referring to  H.R. 826, when you said section 7-----
Mr. Broyhill. H.R. 826, section 7, which refe rs to the transfer of 

the access road.
Mr. Hemphill. Well, if I read it correctly, on page 7, i t says-----
Mr. Broyhill. Page 8, beginning  line 14, section 7.
There is a question in my mind, Mr. Chairman, whether or not this 

language is even necessary, if the entire access road is transferred to 
the State of Virgin ia, because the original Highway Act of 1950 does 
authorize such a transfer . I believe, or it is my understanding,  that
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this language got into the h ill because the FAA wanted the au thority 
to tran sfer  it to another Federal agency. And tha t is what bothered 
us, because that Federal agency was the National Park Service, and 
the National Park Service has announced they are not interested in 
providing  for commuter traffic, or movement of traffic in any way. 
They are interested in park lands and park  roads. They are not the 
agency, in my opinion, who should have control over a road tha t was 
buil t for  movement of traffic and not scenic beauty.

Mr. Hemphill. It  seems to me we a re faced here with a problem 
which is similar to the  noise abatement problem. Apparently  the 
States  or the munic ipalities or others want the Federal Government 
to go in and construct  an airport, put the funds in there, prescribe 
the  safety, and take all the precautions, and then about the time we 
get the th ing constructed, they want to come in and tear  it up by say
ing “We want some local privilege.” I have been somewhat distressed 
here at people who claim much authority want to either dump the 
problems on the Federal Government or  congest the problems.

We have put a lot o f money out here in the State of Virginia. And 
now it seems to me th at this would defeat what we are try ing  to do— 
get people back and fo rth  to that a irpo rt in a hurry. I am righ t much 
concerned—because the last time I  went out there , it took me about 45 
minutes to get back. And if you let this access road be used as a 
channel for tractors, farms, everyth ing else, all the local traffic, it 
seems to me that we are going to defeat the purpose of it.

Isn ’t tha t going to be the effect of it ?
Mr. Broyhill. I think the gentleman from South Carolina makes 

a very good point. I t is not the intention of the people residing in 
that  area to satu rate  the access road to the point it would not be fully 
utilized for  its original intention.

We didn’t ask for  that  airport out there, Mr. Hemphill. We are 
glad to have i t; we think  i t is going to help our community, the  econ
omy of the community—no quest ion about that.

But the airport was not put out there  at the request of the  insistence 
of the people of northern Virginia , or the State of Virginia.  And 
Mr. Friedel can testify  to that, because we joined together in res isting  
the construction of the Internationa l Air por t out there when it was 
proposed to be located at Burke, Va. We d idn’t feel it was necessary. 
The airpor t was authorized and constructed and funds were a ppro
priated because the Congress wanted it out there for the Nat ion’s 
Capital. Whethe r Virginia wanted it or not, it was shoved down 
our th roat. It was not put out there because we wanted it out there.

Mr. Hemphill . You are looking a gi ft horse in the mouth.
Mr. Broyhill. The access road was put righ t across the county, 

and it did cause some injury to the county.
We merely asked to have some use of the lanes which were con

structed until  it reached this point of satura tion, or let’s say caused 
too much crowdedness on the access road to be fu lly usable for Dulles 
Airport .

I used the expression “a dog in the manger.” That  I  think best de
scribes our position. We would like to use some of tha t pav ing out 
there until it, gets up to somewhere near  its capacity. We are not 
asking to crowd this access road to Dulles to wherein it will not be. 
or make the Dulles Airport easily accessible. I don’t quarrel with
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what the gentleman thinks about this situation. But we are not t ry
ing to do something that I think is unreasonable at all.

Mr. Hemphill. Well, I haven’t been on this subcommittee but a 
short while, but I have been interested  in it for some time, in these 
problems. I recently went into Dulles Airport in a pr ivate  airplane, 
three or four  takeoffs and landings, just  to see.

Now, if you star t this, you put the foot in the door. The next 
thing  there are going to be two or three big developments. There is 
no zoning ordinance out there,  is there ?

Mr. Broyhill. Yes, indeed.
Mr. H emphill. Against housing?
Mr. Broyhill. Not immediately around the airport. There is an 

FI IA  restrict ion against housing.
Mr. Hemphill. I am talk ing about housing so far as the county.
Mr. Broyhill. Certainly there is zoning throughout Fair fax 

County, most rigid.
Mr. H emphill. I certainly share the gentleman's sentiments about 

using Friendship. But that is past, Dulles Airp ort is a fact.
Now, if we let the access road be used for every purpose, and a 

foot gets in the door, the next thing is we have a flowering develop
ment, because this area is expanding, and we have the supermarkets 
and everything else, then we have noise abatement all over again. And 
the governing authority is going to say to the Federa l Government, 
“Stop the noise.’ Of course it  is strange to me—I had forgotten Vir
ginia didn’t want it. Usually Virginia wants everything it can get 
from the Federal Government free. Tha t has been my observation 
here.

Mr. F riedel. Will the gentleman yield ? Some people in Virginia 
did want it. Probably Congressman Broyhill was opposed to it.

Mr. H emphill. I didn’t want to digress on th at, except to say V ir
ginia usually wants everything  it can get its hand on. It  has on a 
conservative blindfold but has its hands out.

But tha t doesn't make any difference.
Wha t I am saying is we are creating a problem here if we let you 

get your foot in the door. And that is what you are try ing  to do. 
I am not saying it in any—of course there is noth ing personal about 
it. If  you sit up here and hear these people talk about noise abate
ment, or if you had been with us in  New York and heard one o f these 
politicians really outdemagog anybody we had really ever seen, 
giving us lessons in telling Congress what i t had done, a fte r we bui lt 
out there with the people’s money you would realize our concern. I 
just don’t want to create another problem. While the gentleman knows 
of my personal affection fo r h im, I jus t think our responsibil ity here 
would require tha t we take a long look at any effort to use this access 
road for any other purpose.

Mr. Broyhill. 1 just say this. The language of this bill certainly 
does not pe rmit or require—permi tting  the use of the  existing paving. 
It  merely in authorizing the tran sfe r of the right-of-way to another 
Federal agency, does not prohib it, or will permit the construction of 
additional lanes on the right-o f-way—not the use of the ex isting pav
ing. And that was the original intention, when the land was acquired.

We are try ing  to get onto the existing paving, I gran t you t hat , with 
the understanding we get off when it reaches a cer tain point. We are
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trying to work tha t out administratively with the FAA , and we hope 
when we star t the construction of  the additional  lanes, they will grant 
us th at temporary permission.

I will confess to the gentleman I  will take all I can get for my distr ict 
out there. I think all of  us are tha t way, as far as serving our people. 
We don’t look a g ift  horse in th e mouth, no. We don’t like to look a 
gif t horse in the mouth e ither.

Mr. Hemphill. I am glad  to hear the gentleman say that.  The 
reason I questioned the gentleman as I  did was because of other re lated 
problems which I see on the  horizon.

Fo r my pa rt, we have the power to instruct the FAA to take ex tra 
precautions  to make sure tha t the full traffic use is as intended, because 
if it takes 45 minutes to an airpo rt, or an hour, it just  slows down 
transporta tion, and it is a burden on ai r traffic you are trying to de
velop. We have this investment out there, and we are trying to de
velop it. We are not going  to  develop it if we impede it by slowing 
down the  access or egress from the airport.

Mr. Broyiiill. I agree with the gentleman.
Mr. Hemphill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. Mr. Broyhill, when this limited access highway was 

constructed, did th at displace an existing highway or road in Virginia?
Mr. Broyiiill. No, it did not. It  ju st took off across the field and 

spli t farms and backyards and so forth. It  did divide a lot of p rop
erty  and it  did divide the  county almost in half.

Mr. Devine. But it did not d ivert exis ting traffic.
Mr. Broyiiill. No, it caused no injury to exist ing traffic, other than 

possibly the impact caused by the airport, part icularly  around the 
town of Herndon, which caused additional people to move out there, 
and additional traffic needs. We are not complaining really to much 
about that,  Mr. Devine, as much so as it is there, and we would jus t 
like to use a portion of it until it reached the point Mr. Hemphill was 
talk ing about.

Mr. Devine. Was this  constructed with those mythical Federal 
funds ?

Mr. Broyiiill. Yes, indeed; 100 percent.
Mr. Devine. The State of Virginia didn’t contribute to the 

construction ?
Mr. Broyiiill. No. The access road was built  with 100 percent 

Federal funds.
Mr. Devine. Acquisition of right-of-way also used so-called Federal  

funds?
Mr. Broyiiill. Yes. It  is about an $18 million construction job. 

I said in my statement tha t if we intended to make it part of the 
Interstate  System, which could be done, it is a spur  to the Inters tate  
System, then, of course, it could go into a 90-10 formula and the Sta te 
of Virgin ia could go along with it.

Mr. Hemphill. I f  the gentleman would yield—the State of Vir
ginia is ingenious in gettin g things with 100-percent Federal funds. 
I congratu late th e gentleman.

Mr. Devine. Well, that  wasn’t the purpose of my inquiry,  Mr. 
Chairman.

Are you acquainted, Mr. Broyhill,  with any of the zoning regula 
tions or restric tions in the area immediately surrounding Dulles?
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Are there any zoning restrict ions on construction of any thing relating  
to Dulles?

Mr. Broyiitll. In Fa irfax  County, most of the property out near 
the airport, is zoned rura l. Any zoning for residential  would re
quire an action of the county board of supervisors.

There has been rezoning bet ween the town of Herndon and Route 7 
for a large community development at Reston, that will be right along 
the access road.

Air. Devine. Is th at in close proximity to the runways?
Mr. Broyiiill. No, I  don’t think it will be affected a t all by any of 

the noise of the airport. One thing—the FH A has pre tty  well zeroed 
this noise factor in, and they have their own standards of safety inso
far as noise and hazards is concerned, and what would be insurable 
under the FHA. And most developments have to have FHA insur 
ance to be a success today, and be competitive today.

Air. Devine. It might be well for the county supervisors to take 
notice tha t this will become an increasingly heavily traveled airport . 
And as the gentleman from South Carolina pointed out, we hear testi
mony time and time again about noise from jet a ircraft.  And I think 
those of us on the committee have been sympathetic with those pres
ently existing residents, where a new airpor t facility goes in, but very 
little sympathy for those persons who move in late r and then com
plain about the noise.

Air. F riedel. Will the gent leman yield at  that  point. If  I may add, 
of all the complaints we have had about noise, we have yet to hear one 
compla int about Friendsh ip Airport. It  is properly zoned. There 
are no tall  buildings in the area. And residents are far  away from 
the airfield. AVe have yet to hear one complaint about Friendship.

Now, Virginia should be farsighted enough to go ahead and do what 
Friendsh ip did.

Air. Devine. I have no fur the r questions.
Air. F riedel. Thank you, Air. Broyhill.
Air. Broyiiill. Thank you.
Air. F riedel. Our next witness will be Congressman Fallon.
Air. Fallon. Air. Chairm an, I do have a prepa red statement. I 

would like just to make a few remarks from the statement, and ask the 
consent of the committee that  the full statement be printed in the 
record.

STA TEM ENT  OF HON. GEORGE H. FALLON, A RE PR ES EN TA TIVE  IN  
CONGRESS FROM TH E STATE OF MARYL AND

Air. F allon. Air. Chai rman,  I would like to say here and now tha t 
the volume of air traffic tha t had been generated at the  Friendship 
National Airport, has, up u ntil  this time, been generated through fair  
and competitive methods. However, it is s ignificant to note tha t in 
the past 4 months since Dulles Airpor t has been in operation, 40 pe r
cent of the jet traffic has been transfe rred  from Friendship to Dulles.

I t is an unfortunate situation, and certainly  it has been discussed 
in this committee, and many times to me by very many of Maryland’s 
prominent citizens. And also in connection with this, they  discuss the 
size of the Federal budget and advocate in all instances tha t the States 
and local governments should take on many of the expenses that  are
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incu rred  in our Fe de ra l bu dg et.  They seem to th in k th at  the  States  
shou ld go back to he lp ing them selves in ma ny ex pe nd itu res th at  t hey  
are  askin g the  Fe de ral  Go vernme nt to tak e on.

Now , here  is a case wh ere  the city  of Ba ltimore and the  St ate of  
M aryl an d went ahead an d floa ted a bon d issue  of  $15 mil lion , wi th  
ab ou t $4 mil lion  ai rp or t aid fro m the Fe de ra l Gover nm ent , bu ilt  th is  
up -to -date  air po rt fo r the fu tu re .

Ce rta in ly  in the des ign  of the ai rp or t, they  h ad  in mind th e j et  age. 
But  we had  to sit aro un d wi th  thi s lar ge  ex pe nd itu re  fo r a numb er 
of  yea rs befo re th e je ts  came in to  being.

When the jet s came int o being,  tha t is when t he  F rie nd sh ip  In te rn a
tio na l rea lly  came int o be ing and  was tr an sf er re d fro m the red  int o 
the bl ack.

Now  comes a solely G overn me nt opera ted , ow ned, and p aid  fo r p ro j
ect  th at  is com pet ing  with  Fr ien ds hip.  And  I  do n’t th ink there  is 
anybody in ou r St ate th at is ag ain st th is  comp eti tion. Bu t we are  
ag ains t wh at is hap pe ning  now, wha t we consider unfa ir  compet ition. 
And  I th ink th at  the  bi lls  th at  hav e been intro du ced by Mr. Fr iede l 
an d seve ral o the r of  our M arylan d mem bers  w ould go a lo ng way pr ob 
ab ly  to correc t th is un ju st  tre atm en t th at  we feel w*e are ge tti ng  in 
Ba ltim ore . An d ce rta in ly  it is my hope  th at  the  co mm ittee recognizes 
the necessity  of af ford ing  Fr iend sh ip  an op po rtun ity  t o compete in a 
fa ir  and  just ma nner wi th the Federal  Government.

Mr.  Ch air man , I ap prec ia te  the  op po rtu ni ty  to ap pe ar  before  th is  
com mit tee  today.  An d T might say th at  much of  my  sta tem ent is a 
reha sh  of  the  tes tim ony th at has  been before  th is com mit tee  before,  c it
ing figures and pe rce nta ges. But I thou gh t I would like to em
phasi ze  th at  when we ar e tryi ng  to help ourselves in Marylan d and 
in Ba ltim ore , th at  we shou ld have  a t leas t a fa ir  op po rtu ni ty  to com
pe te with thi s Go vernm ent op era tion.

Mr. F riedel. Tha nk  you.
Mr . Hem phill.
Mr . H em phill . I  wan t t o say to ou r d ist ingu ish ed  co lleague, I  have  

used Fr iend sh ip  on occasions. You have a be au tif ul  ai rp or t which 
I  t hi nk  is a  c redi t to  th e St at e of Mary lan d.

Ha s the gentl eman ever inv est iga ted —I  am sur e he has—the  pos 
sib ili ty  of—I say  th is  in  no c riti cism of  the  presen t tra ns po rta tio n to 
Fr iend sh ip ; I  have fo un d it  sa tis facto ry  an d ce rta inly  the y do n’t 
charg e very much— im prov ing th at  by a monora il system or  some 
th in g like t hat  to get peo ple  to Fr iend sh ip  ?

Mr . F allon. I  m ig ht  say  th at  is no t too much of  a problem in 
ge tti ng  people in to Fr iend sh ip  fro m Ba ltimo re because it is on ly 7 
miles. From  W ashing ton I  un de rst an d it is abou t a 40-min ute run,  
an d has  been done  as low as 35, which comp ara tiv ely  spe aking  is a 
mu ch faste r tim e th an  most of  the lar ge  ai rp or ts  th roug ho ut  the  
coun try . An d of  cou rse  you  have flown to most of  the  lar ge  cit ies  
in the  cou ntry. And  an  hou r, an ho ur  an d 15 minu tes  in ma ny  in 
stances is n ot unusu al.

As a mat ter of  fac t, one of  o ur  disti ng uis he d Se na tor s and  my sel f 
came fro m the new air port  in Chicago to the cente r of  the  city, and 
it  took us an hour  an d th ree-qu ar ter s one morn ing . Now, it might  
have been an unusua l sit ua tio n where th e traffic at  th at  tim e migh t 
hav e been heav y. But , nev erth eles s, I  don’t th in k th at  in any case, 
reg ard les s of  the  tim e of  day  or th e traffic  volume, it  wou ld tak e an
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hour from the center of Washington to Friendship, and certainly not 
more than  25 to 30 minutes from the center of Baltimore to Friend
ship.

So tha t the time element, I  think,  compares much more favorably 
than most large cities in the country.

Mr. Hemphill. I would like to ask you one more question. You 
say that the total cost was $15 million from Mary land’s funds?

Mr. Fallon. Origina lly. In  o ther words, when Baltimore wanted 
thi s airp ort—we had an airport on the  outskirts of Baltimore which 
was inadequate , and we needed a new airpo rt. So they built an a ir
port for the future. And without any Government help at all at  the 
time, we went ahead and ra ised $15 million under a bond issue. And 
then aft er we got going—and later through the Airpo rt Aid Act I 
think that this committee sponsored in the past, we got just about 
what  other a irports  would in the country in proportion to the  amount 
of money that we were spending. And I  th ink to date we have about 
$20 million invested in the a irport , of which a little  over $4 million is 
Fed eral money.

Mr. Hemphill. Thank you.
Mr. Friedel. I would like to add tha t the city of Baltimore  had a 

$5 million bond issue in the last November election. And they are 
still spending more money to  improve Friendship.

Mr. Fallon. I might  add  after the questioning of Mr. Broyhill, 
that  that  does not include the  road tha t is built from the Baltimore 
expressway into Friendship . That was built by the State highway 
department with State money.

Mr. H emphill. I s that  a controlled access road ?
Mr. F allon. Not into the  Friendship  Airport, it is not. It  is a 

dual highway. But it is limited access.
Mr. H emphill. Thank you very much.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. Mr. Fallon, I  think this situation here, as far as Friend- 

ship, is a prime example of the Federal Government being in compe
tition  w ith at least local governments. The people in your Sta te, the 
people in Baltimore, faced up to thei r responsibilities, they saw the 
need, they went ahead and s tarted this with money other than  Federal 
money. But now we have Dulles. I was not here when it was 
authorized. But we have it. And it is not going to be eliminated.

Can you tell me, Dulles ha ving  been in opera tion less than  4 months 
now, the  percentage of traffic tha t has been reduced at Friendship as 
a result?

Air. Fallon. Well, my understanding was t ha t 40 percent of the 
jet flights have been trans ferred out of Friendship  over to Dulles.

Mr. Devine. Forty percent.
Mr. Friedel. Jets.
Mr. Fallon. Jets. And this  was the first up-to-date je t runway— 

one of the first that was built  south of New York.
Mr. Devine. What  do your adminis trators at Friendship—how do 

they see the long-range future  on this? Do they figure they are all 
going to phase out. or 50 percent, or 80 ?

Mr. F allon. What we are concerned about, and what they are con
cerned about, is the increasing amount of flights that  may be trans
ferred due to the unfair competition that  we have through a regula 
tory body being the housekeeping body at the same time. The people



WASHINGTON, D.C., AIRPORTS 33

tha t are managing the airpor t, or looking toward  its success, are 
people who regulate the airlines. And they can exer t an influence 
over these airlines tha t is really not only not fai r to the airlines, 
but fa ir to  to the public.

Mr. Devine. Do you feel that  Mr. Friedel’s b ill will resolve thi s 
situat ion satisfac torily ?

Mr. F allon. I t will help considerably.
Mr. Devine. I don't know of any legislation tha t comes through  

this committee, be it health, safety, or an ything else, that Mr. Fr ieael 
doesn’t get F riendship in to one way or the other.

Mr. F allon. Mr. Devine, Mr. Friedel  is always aler t on all matters  
pertaining to Maryland.

Mr. Friedel. Thank you.
Mr. F allon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The statement of Mr. Fal lon follows:)
Sta teme nt  of H on . George H. F allon, a R epr esen ta tiv e in  Congress 

F rom th e  State  of Maryland

By fa r the most serious problem facing F rien dsh ip In ter na tio na l A irport today 
is the un fai r “coercing” of ai rli ne s by the Civil Aeronaut ics B oard  and th e Fe deral 
Aviation Agency into t rans fe rr ing service for  Maryland a nd Di str ict  of Columbia 
traveler s to the new Dulles Airp ort  at  Chantilly, Va.

In  the  in terest  of the  air -traveling  public, the  Fed era l Avia tion Agency should 
be relieved of responsib ility fo r the  ope ration of the Washington  Nationa l A irpo rt 
and  the Dulles Int ern ati onal Airpor t. The Fed era l Avia tion Agency is primarily  
a regula tory  agency and  not an  operating  agency. It  should n ot have the respon
sib ility of developing and operat ing  the fa cili ties  which it  is  des igned to regulate.

Congressman Fri ede l’s b ill, H.R. 2081, to create  a sepa rat e air po rt board, will 
accompl ish this  end in a most sat isfa ctory manner. Under his bill, the  ai rpor t 
boa rd would be an independent agency and  und er such a body the Washington 
National  and Dulles In ternat iona l Airports would be placed in the  same position 
wi th the FAA as all oth er airports . It  would afford  Friend ship an opportu nity  
to compete with  Dulles  in a fa ir  manner. It  would do away with  the  conflict of 
int ere st which presently ex ist s and which is adve rsely  affect ing the fine service 
th at  Frie ndship has to offer.

I would like to say here and now th e volume of a ir traffic that  has  been gener
ate d at  the Friendship  Interna tio na l Airpor t has been done through fa ir and  com
pet itive methods. However, it  is s ignificant to note th at  since Dulles has  been in  
opera tion,  40 percent o f Fr ien dship ’s jet  flights have been t ran sfe rre d to Dulles.

The unfor tun ate  sit ua tio n at  Frie ndship has  been gone into  thoroughly by a 
number of prom inent S ta te  and  city officials of Mary land . In  discussing  the mat
te r w ith me, they object st renuou sly—and justi fiab ly so—to th e enormous Feder al 
budget,  par ticu larl y, the  und esirab ility of how lit tle  by lit tle  the  Government is 
tak ing  over function s t hat  should be ca rried on by th e S tate s. Frie ndship Airport  
is one operation  which  was financed largely by bonds floated by the people of 
Bal timore City try ing  to  do the  job themselves with a minimum of Fed era l help. 
I believe I am correc t in sta tin g th at  Fr iendsh ip has  a tota l investment of app rox i
mate ly $20 million, of which Federal gra nts  agg regate slightly  over $4 million. 
The Dulles Air por t has already  drawn some $105 million from the public  purse  
over  the past  12 years .

I thin k i t is a sad com mentary on our Government when the citizens in various 
Sta tes  are endeavor ing to help themselves, for  the Government  to come along—as  
in the  case of the  Dul les Intern ational Airpor t—and  pu t an alre ady  exi sting  
operation  such as  F riendshi p in the red. I t cer tainly  does not encourage commu
nit ies to successfully  follow  through on project s initiate d by them and  which 
should be c arr ied  on by them and the  various State s withou t inte rference from 
the  Government. We, in Baltimore, believe that  ai rpor ts must be put  on a self-  
sustaining basi s with revenue sufficient to esta blish rese rves  for  f uture rep lace
ments and bett erm ents. However, unless the re is traffic in and out of a n air po rt,  
such as Friendsh ip, there will not be revenues to operate  the facil ities.

Unless remedia l leg isla tive  action is taken—an d taken soon—as proposed in 
Congressman Fr ied el’s bill, Dulles will continue to tak e je t flights from Fri end-
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ship and eventually Friendship will be forced to fold up. The city of Baltimore, 
which owns and operates Friendship , cannot condone the existing preferential 
trea tment to Dulles International on the basis tha t the Federa l Government owns 
and manages the latter. We vigorously protest  the trea tment to which Friendship is being subjected.

It  is my earnest hope the members of this  committee will recognize the de
sirab ility and necessity of affording Friendship the opportunity to compete with 
Dulles in a fai r and just manner, which is in keeping with our basic American 
principles, and which can be done with the adoption of Congressman Friedel’s proposal.

I am most appreciative of the opportunity to appear here today in support of 
Friendship and Mr. Friedel’s bill and similar bills introduced by other Maryland 
members, and sincerely hope the members will act on it  favorably.

Mr. F riedel. Our  ne xt  witness will  be Mr. Halab y,  the Ad mi nis 
tr a to r of  th e Federal  Aviat ion Agency.

Mr. Ha lab y, I  u nd er stan d you  have  some represen tat ives  f rom  you r 
Ag enc y wi th you.  You  may  int rod uce the m fo r th e reco rd.

STATEMENT OF HON. N. E. HALABY, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL
AVIATION AGENCY; ACCOMPANIED BY WARD HOBBS, DIRECTOR
OF THE  BUREAU OF NATIONAL CAPITAL AIRP ORTS; ROBERT
BACON, ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU; NA
THA NIE L GOODRICH, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND ALAN DEAN.
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR FOR ADMINISTRATION

Mr. H alaby. Mr . Ch ai rm an , I  hav e wi th me th e Di rec tor of  the 
Bur ea u of  Na tional Cap ita l Airp or ts , Mr. W ar d Hobbs , his  Ac tin g 
Dep uty,  Ro bert Bacon,  M r. Na than ie l Goo drich,  t he  G ene ral  Counsel 
of th e Fe de ral Av iatio n Ag ency, and Air. A lan  D ean , the  Deputy  A d
m in is trat or  fo r Adm in is tra tio n.  De pending  on how  much de tai l the  
comm itte e wishes to en te rta in , the y wil l joi n me at  th e witn ess tab le 
an d testi fy .

Mr . F riedel. Ve ry wel l.
Mr. H alaby. Air. Ch ai rm an , we apprec iat e th is  op po rtu ni ty  to  be 

he re  again  and  to ex plain to  you the reasons why we th in k the  way  
we do on these bill s.

I  would  joi n Mr. Devin e in sayin g th at  Air. Fr iede l has  been most  
energ eti c an d vigorous in fig ht ing fo r wh at  he belie ves is the public  
in terest,  and in pa rt ic ul ar  th e in ter es t of  Alary lan d an d his  di str ic t 
w ith  respect to these ai rp or ts .

Th ere  are ac tua lly  fo ur  bi lls  before  the  com mit tee,  three  of  which 
are ide nti ca l and wou ld crea te  a Washing ton A irpo rt s Board  and a 
fo urt h  which  would  c rea te a Na tional Ca pi ta l A irpo rt s Co rporation .

I  th in k th at  Air. Hem ph ill  an d Air. Dev ine have focused on the 
main issue  before  the  com mit tee , and th at is how  can  the Fe de ral 
Go vernm ent best  m anage an d opera te its  two mul tim ill ion -doll ar  ai r
po rt s which are  in  exis tenc e and are  presen t fac ts,  an d create  cu rre nt  
prob lem s with which the  commit tee  and  th e ad min ist ra tio n must deal .

The desir ab ili ty of op er at in g the ai rp or ts  of th e Na tio n’s Ca pi ta l 
th ro ug h a corpo rat ion  has been  widely recogn ized fo r ma ny yea rs. 
I t  is not , as some say, a leg al  fiction, and it  is no t a new idea.

As  fa r back as 1949, the H oo ve r Comm ission  prop ose d t he inc orpora
tio n of  Wash ing ton  Na tio na l Airpo rt.  Th e Senate Commerce Com 
mitt ee  in the  83d Congres s unanimously  su pp or ted th is  view and
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reported favorably a corporation  bill. The executive branch has 
consistently and repeatedly urged the establishment  of an airport 
corporation. President  Eisenhower, in his budget message for the 
1955 fiscal year, stated  tha t incorporating  the Washington National 
Air por t—
will provide gre ate r man agemen t flexibility to meet changing  requ irements  and  
permit more bus inesslike opera tion.
The budget  transm itted by President Kennedy fo r the 19G4 fiscal year, 
has again recommended legislation—
to esta blish a Fed era l corporatio n to consolidate the  management of the Dulles 
and  Washington Nation al Ai rpo rts  and to place these essentia lly commercial 
ope rations  on a business-type basis.

The perisistent demand for  a corporation, both from in and out 
of Government, is perhaps the best evidence of the validity  of the 
need.

There is no question that  these airports  could with various amend
ments of existing legislation,  continue in the futu re to be operated as 
they have been in the past. Nor do I doubt  tha t they could be operated 
by an independent airpor ts board. I am, however, convinced tha t 
only with a corpora te form of organiza tion will they be operated 
within a sound Government framework and with a maximum of 
efficiency and retu rn on the money invested.

Congressman Hemphi ll was talking of the people’s money and the 
people’s business.

I do not believe that the Congress created these two a irpor ts for the 
purpose of competition  with any other a irport. I believe the Congress 
foresaw a need for these two airports in the public interest.

I also am firmly convinced, that Congress intended, and I  take i t as 
my duty , to operate the two airports with the  maximum efficiency and 
the least cost.

We certa inly have no one t ha t I know of in the Federal Aviation 
Agency tha t has any kind of feeling or emotion or attitude of com
petition toward Friendsh ip.

There has not, to my knowledge, been a single unfa ir, unjus t, or even 
a competitive act on the pa rt of anyone in the Federa l Avia tion 
Agency against Friendship .

The mere existence of Dulles Airpor t and its authorization way 
back in 1950 by the  Congress of the United States is regarded by 
Baltimore as a threat to its airpo rt. But  th ere is no act or inaction 
tha t has been b roug ht to my attention,  to this  moment, on my pa rt or 
any member of the FA A, th at has been against  Friendship, or  against 
any other airport.

Now, what I  th ink  we are for here is the t ravele r and the taxpayer, 
and finding out wha t is in the interest of the trave ler and the  tax
payer is both the  problem of the Congress and this committee and 
the administration.

At the present time we are opera ting these two airpo rts under two 
different legislative  charters—the Washington National Ai rpo rt Act 
of June  29,1940, as amended, and the Second Washington A irport  Act 
of September 7, 1950, as amended. Almost 13 years ago this threat
ening airport first appeared on the legislative horizon.

Neither  of these acts even recognize tha t the Government is con
ducting a business-type operation through these airports. They pro-
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vide no standards for setting  rates  and charges, no princip le of eco
nomic self-sufficiency, no guide to sound business practice. In such 
matters as terms and conditions of  contracts they are inconsistent.

Certainly, we can all agree t ha t something is needed in the way of 
legislation if these airpo rts are to be managed in a consistent and 
businesslike manner, if we are  to convert Dulles from red ink to 
black ink with in our lifetime.

I w’ould like to enumerate the  many reasons w’hy we pref er the in
corpora tion bill now before this committee:

1. By establishing a corporate-type budget which sets forth both 
revenues and expenditures, the  bill assures tha t the true financial 
condition of the a irports  will be clearly set forth for the President, the 
Congress, and for the airport managers .

2. It  provides for the use of revenues to defray  the costs of airpo rt 
operation and authorizes revolving fund  financing.

Maybe, Mr. Chairman, this  attit ude  formalized in legislation of 
profit and  loss, of accountability, may be the most impo rtan t feature of 
this corporation bill.

We try , under present legislation  and policies, to brin g this attitude 
into play.

But with congressional action on this, I believe the task would be 
made more binding, and the accountabil ity clearer.

3. It  permits  rapid  responses to changes in demands for services 
which can now be met only af ter  long delay or by diverting funds from 
other urg ently  needed purposes.

4. I t makes possible the immediate  initiation of unant icipated re
pair s required in the interes t of airpor t safety or economy.

5. It  establishes for the first time a generally applicable congres
sional policy of self-sustain ing operation for the airports.

6. I t establishes a policy of fa ir and reasonable rates for services 
rendered users by the airpo rts, protect ing both the user’s and the 
Government’s interests.

7. By vesting management responsibility in a s tatu tory  officer, the 
general manager, it will free th e Admin istra tor of the Federal Avia
tion Agency from forced involvement in the day-to-day operation of 
the airports.

8. It  creates a five-member advisory board  empowered to advise the 
administ rator and general manager concerning policies and opera
tions, whose members are compensated only on thei r days of service 
and only if they come from private life.

And these advisers, Mr. Chairman, should be men and women who 
are dedicated to the traveler and the taxpayer , not  one city or another 
city—but solely in the interests  of those who are being served, and 
those who are paying for the airport.

9. It  increases the authority of the management to enter into lease 
contracts which must now in many cases be restricted  to  3 or 5 years. 
In  so doing, it eliminates differences in leasing authority  applicable 
to the  two airports and thus the necessity of a separate bill now before 
this committee (II .R. 3127).

10. It  authorizes lease arrangements with concessionaires permitting  
them to repair and improve the ir facilities, thus  obviating the need 
for another bi ll now before this committee (H.R. 3126).
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11. It  clearly establishes policies under which othe r Federa l agen
cies, including the Department of Defense, may use the airpo rts or 
space therein.

12. By crediting an amount equivalent to Federal aid to airport 
gran ts, it provides a reasonable and equitable basis for  determining 
the capital base used in the establishment of user charges.

13. It  provides auth ority  to transfer  certain  access roads to State 
or Fede ral agencies unde r conditions which safeguard the interests 
of northern Virginia communities.

14. By permitting  the Corporation to sue and be sued in its own 
name in conducting its business operations, it places partie s dealing 
with the airports on more equal footing.

15. It  permits  the Corpora tion to receive gifts  or donations of pro p
erty and services and utilize  them in support of the airpor ts.

16. It  permits payments in lieu of taxes upon real property under 
specified conditions.

17. It  will permi t commercial-type audits by the General Account
ing Office which are more appropriate for revenue-producing activities.

These advantages have more than a theoretical foundation. Most 
of them can be di rectly or indirectly related to cost and efficiency of 
operation. For  example, we have had situat ions arise where the in
stallation  of parking meters  costing approxim ately  $7,000 would give 
us a potential  annual revenue of $100,000. This  revenue was lost, 
however, for a considerable period of time unti l funds could be ob
tained for this  purpose. As a corporation, the meters could have been 
purchased out of the revenue. Similarly , we have experienced un
anticipated increases in the use of electricity and heat by lessees which 
have forced us to postpone other activities for which we had obtained 
funds in order to pay our light and fuel bills. This  results because 
the payments by lessees for  heat, light, and power go directly to the 
Treasury and cannot be used to defray our purchases from util ity 
companies and other suppliers. When revenues cannot be used to off
set added costs, management is unnecessarily faced with the choice of 
preferrin g one operational improvement over another. Very often, 
proceeding with both would  be in the best interests of the Government 
since both would more than pay their  way.

In  other words, the test is not will it pay its way. It  is can we tap  the 
Treasury . We feel that  in this enviroinent, the incentive to good 
management tends to be dissipated through frus tration.

The flexibility afforded by incorporation would encourage good 
management by making it  possible to improve both the services ren
dered by the airp orts  and the  income derived from those services.

Having  noted these advantages, I would now like to comment on a 
few results which would not follow from incorporation of the ai r
ports. Firs t, there would be no real lessening of congressional control. 
The Government Corporation  Control Act requires tha t an annual 
budget be presented to the Congress. The Appropriation s Commit
tees have a fu ll oppor tuni ty to review th is budget  and the program it 
proposes. They may place any limita tions deemed desirable on the  
use of funds  by the Corporation. Although when compared w ith the  
normal budget process this  may be character ized as a negative rat he r 
than  a positive veto, the committees gain a very significant advan
tage—their attention is directed to the ultimate impact on the  
Treasury of the prog ram proposed.
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Secondly, incorporation would not result in a gra nt of unfettered 
administra tive authori ty. While contracting would be accomplished 
in a manner more responsive to business needs, it would, nevertheless, 
continue to be done in accordance with basic Government procure
ment practices. Personnel management would continue under civil 
service laws and regulations. The Corporation’s affairs would remain 
subject to audit by the General Accounting Office and a rep ort thereon 
to Congress.

Fina lly,  incorporation would not adversely affect the  interests of the 
users of the airport. Both the airport management and the airlines 
would have for the first time a clear legislative s tand ard  fo r develop
ment of rates and charges. The books of the Corporation  would 
accurately  reflect its  financial condition; its budget would accurately 
reflect the consequences of its improvement programs. In  this en
vironment, all parties  in interest could establish the ir relationships 
more intelligently and equitably.

I still  do not know why the re is opposition from the carriers to this

I t  may be that  pu tting the Corporation clearly and publicly on the 
record as a profit-and-loss enterprise  is considered as a potential source 
of increased user charges. I submit tha t a businesslike operation by 
businessmen in a business environment is not a th rea t to these private 
enterprise  companies. And I hope that when the car riers come before 
you, you will ascertain th eir problems with this bill, and in pa rticular 
to ask them to choose between this bill and other bi lls that have been 
offered.

Now, tha t is my case for the incorporation bill, Mr. Chairman.
Turning now to H.R. 2081, H.R. 3328, and H.R. 3406, identical bills 

crea ting a Washington Airpor ts Board, I must first state tha t the 
Bureau of the Budget has advised me tha t enactment of these measures 
would be inconsistent with the  objectives of this adminis tration. I 
would like to  review some of the factors which lead to this position on 
the p ar t of  the administration .

I must say on a personal basis, Mr. Chairman,  I sought out the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget,  lest someone feel tha t I had some 
personal desire, or even that we had a bureaucratic  desire to hold on 
to these airports.

And, therefore, the Bureau of the Budget, being the central clear
inghouse of the Government has taken this position, and these points 
I am about to make are the points  of the administration, not my 
personal views.

The most immediate consequence of th is bill is the creation of still 
another independent agency of Government; and it seems to us that  
another independent agency in the  aviation business would be the last 
thing the Government should want. Viewed in any manner, the 
struc ture of a new agency saddles the a irpor ts with  a much higher ad
minis trative  overhead, including for the salary of Board members 
alone, $100,500 per  year. Inev itably following would be the creation 
of small staffs here and there to provide clerical services or technical 
expertness now available in the Federal Aviat ion Agency.

More importantly, the creation of a new agency would further  com
plicate the job of the Congress and the Presiden t in assuring efficient 
and effective management of the airports . Normally, Congress turns  
to the board- or commission-type organization only when it is vesting
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quasi-judicia l or regulatory functions in an agency. In  this  case, when 
the sole mission of the agency would be to operate a Government en ter
prise, the case for a single executive is especially strong. The concept 
of a single executive is universally favored where quick and decisive 
action is essential to success.

I have often wondered if  one of your distinguished fellow citizens, 
Mr. Crane, an industrial executive, if he were chairman of such a 
board, how he would organize. And I  suspect that he migh t very well 
organize as he would in a corporation to get the maximum efficiency. 
And I believe the result  would be a single executive charged clearly 
with responsibility  for the people’s money and with th e people’s busi
ness on his back.

I doubt tha t we would set up,  within a board, the representatives of 
two conflicting communities to thrash out for a business operation 
policies and procedures and expect from tha t a g rea ter savings and 
more efficient operation.

I thin k tha t while c reating another agency with the inherent defi
ciencies of  board management, H.R. 2081 provides for none of the 
manageria l and operational needs which justi fy incorporation. The 
Board would come into existence with a legislative char ter offering 
nothing more than the existing and clearly inadequate management 
tools.

I would, in closing, like to mention the charge that  has  been made 
repeatedly to whoever occupies the seat of the Federal Aviation Ad
minis trator—namely, th at he is involved in a conflict of interest .

This is alleged to exist in the various roles of the Administrato r. 
Being charged with regu lating air commerce to promote its develop
ment and insure its sa fety, it is argued that he cannot a t the same time 
impartially  operate Federal airpo rts in competition with other air 
ports  in the same area. 1 have tri ed to make it  c lear tha t we do not 
consider this a competition between Dulles and Friendship. We be
lieve tha t there is going  to be a need for both airports—albeit, the 
Congress anticipated them, just as the leaders of Baltimore antic i
pated Friendship well in advance of the immediate need. I think our 
record will show our belief in Friendsh ip Airpo rt as a desirable 
and important par t of the national system of airpor ts.

In fact, I  think  if you observe the Federal grants in aid to F riend
ship over the years, as recently as the current year, you will see tha t 
there is no use made of the Federal Airp ort Act or the Federa l Avia
tion Act to compete unjustly with Friendship.

I guess as an individual public servant I feel the charge is made 
rather loosely. And I have not yet had a bill of par ticulars . In  fact, 
not a single count of the indictment of unfai r or unjust  competition 
has been issued. And perhaps the committee will want to explore in 
what respect the re has been un fai r o r unjus t competition as has been 
stated this morning.

Mr. Friedf.l. Mr. Halaby, I have made tha t statement because of  
the statement you made, or you are supposed to have made. Now, I  
have repeated it—not loosely—just because you made the statement. 
I can read it r igh t now. And if you can tell  me why I shouldn’t feel 
that  way I would be glad to hear your reasons. I would jus t like 
to read it right now.

Mr. Halaby. I can tell you—you are quoting from the Aviation 
Daily, Mr. Chairman. What I am try ing  to distinguish here is be-
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twe en wo rds  and  act ion , an d betw een wh at I  said an d wh at  I  didn ’t 
say.

I f  someone would cite  an ac tio n we have tak en, a mov eme nt, a  meas
ure , th a t ha s been un fa ir  or un ju st , then  I  would  ei ther  ple ad  gu ilty 
or de fen d the  action.

Mr. F riedel. He re is w ha t y ou  a re  supposed to  have  sa id  i n D ecem
ber 1961—they reporte d th is  sta tem ent, made by the  Adm in is tra to r 
o f th e F A A . ‘

The carriers are trying to tr ea t me j ust  like any other airport owner, and they 
won’t get away with it. This is a threat  to them. If they don’t come to me 
within 2 weeks, we will lay the te rminal out ourselves, and tha t will be it.

Now, I  ask  you  gen tlem en,  cou ld any  othe r ai rp or t owner  in the 
co un try  ge t away  wi th thi s k ind o f a sta tem ent ?

You never den ied the  statem en t was made.
Mr. H alaby. Yes ; I  d id  d eny I  made t hat  sta tem ent. We  ha d thi s 

col loqu y last year  alm ost  exac tly  the same, Mr . Ch airm an . I  would 
be g lad to  re ad  from  th e rec ord . I  questioned w he the r o r not  you had 
alw ays been  quo ted accurat ely , an d you confessed on pos sibly one or 
tw o occas ions  you had  not. A nd  I sa id I  had  not .

But  I  did mean the  essence of  th at , Mr.  Ch air ma n, an d I  to ld  you 
so last  yea r. An d I will bet  yo u th at  e very  ai rp or t lan dl or d who has  
eve r ha d to dea l wi th the ai r ca rr ie rs  has  ha d to ge t down to very 
toug h lan gu age to come to ter ms. Th is is c ha racte ris tic  of  t hat  k ind  
of  nego tia tio n. Th ey  ha d to do it  at  Baltim ore . They ha d to do it 
at  C hicago . An d t he avera ge tim e to nego tia te a n agree ment with th e 
ai r ca rr ie rs  is in the  orde r of  18 mo nth s to  2 yea rs. And  th is is 
because i t is a wearing  kind o f process .

W ha t I  w as t ry in g to tel l th e ca rr ie rs  was th at  we wer e n ot runn ing 
a ha nd ou t opera tion, and th at we were no t going  to be sub jec t to 
fu rt her  de lay s merely fo r fo ot -d ragg ing purposes, we w an ted  to come 
to term s.

Th e in teresti ng  t hi ng  is it had  the effect of rea ch ing  an  agreem ent  
th at  is in th e inte res ts of  the  taxp ay er  and  the t rav ele r.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halab y—le t’s see where you and I  d iffe r.
I was  or ig inall y opposed to  bu ild ing Dulles. I t  is on ou r han ds 

now. B ut when  the y tes tified an d got Congress to agree  to bui ld 
an othe r ai rp or t, the y were  a nt ic ip at in g by 1962 or  1963 that we would 
need  th ree airf ields. They wer e wrong in th ei r jud gm en t. Now, just 
because they  were wro ng,  does th a t give  you  a ri gh t to  say,  “Look, 
fellows, I  have th is  wh ite  ele ph an t on my han ds,  help me out.  You 
have go t to rent  space  here  at  the expense of Fr iend sh ip .” Tha t is 
th e po int  I  am t ry in g to  get ove r.

I can un de rst an d th at  e ve ntu all y we will  need it. B ut  u nt il the n it 
sho uld  no t be used at the  expense of  the  tra ve lin g publi c, no t at  the  
expense of  the  airl ines, and no t at  the  expense of  Fr iend sh ip .

I  un de rs tand  40 percen t o f the je t flig hts  were tak en  o ut  of Fr ie nd 
sh ip  s ince las t November. I un de rs tand  one came back. I  u nd ers tan d 
an othe r one i s comin g back to F rie nd sh ip .

We have picked  up some pi sto n flights,  and I  th in k we have lost  
overa ll a bout 19 percent .

Th e po in t I  am ge tti ng  at  is th is.  Congres s was wr on g in thei r 
judg men t at  th at  time. Ple ase  do n’t force Ba litmo re to  be the  goa t. 
W e hav e lost  money. We  plan ne d ou r ai rp or t a lon g tim e ago. We 
lost money  fo r 9 st ra ight  yea rs. Do n't  expect Du lles to ge t ou t in
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1 or 2 years or 3 years. It  is going to take them longer tha n that.  And 
that  is the point I  am tryi ng to get over.

Mr. H alaby. Mr. Chairman . I fully appreciate that  point. And it 
was said earlie r this morning t ha t we were coercing the  carrie rs, t hat  
we had forced them to divert flights.

What I  am asking the committee to ascertain is if there  is any action, 
any measure, any rule tha t we have taken that has coerced or forced 
the car riers to come in. There is a feeling that  because there is another 
job to be done in the Fede ral Aviation Agency, namely, regulating the 
airworthiness of airplanes, the operat ing procedures of air carriers, 
somehow we are using tha t function to force flights out of F riendship 
into Dulles.

I can only tell you that  I know of no such use of any such power. 
And I  am sure tha t if  it were attempted to be used, this  committee, the 
Congress, and the press would be on it within seconds.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby, I do not know of one specific instance. 
But I can add t wo and two. I know one airline has been losing money,, 
and by going to Dulles, it is going to make them lose another million 
dollars more than they have been losing.

Now, I  can’t see a good businessman wanting to lose another million 
dollars when t hey are already losing money.

Now, 1 don’t say that you did anything specific. But they are under 
the impression tha t if they don’t go there, they will be in bad with the 
FAA and the CAB.

Mr. H alaby. If  they would just explain what punishment there will 
be for not following the public to Dulles-----

Mr. Friedel. Are you saying that, an airline is losing money, and 
knowing they are going to lose another million more, will go to Dulles 
voluntari ly?

Mr. Halaby. If  there is an airline tha t will lose a million dollars  
by tra nsfe rring to Dulles, then the management and the hoard of di 
rectors I think would take a pret ty hard  look a t the transition.

The point, Mr. Chairman, is tha t the Congress authorized and de
veloped Dulles. 1 could easily say I didn 't have anything to do with 
this and duck it on the grounds that  it was inher ited. But I am not 
going to do that.  The Congress legislated a new Washington In te r
national Airport into existence. The past administration located it 
where it did. It  is there. And, therefore, the problem is to be solved 
and not fought—the problem is what to do with it.

Now, I—and Mr. Hobbs, who is in charge of these airports—will 
be negotia ting with the carriers to come in there on terms favorab le 
to them and the Government. We will publicize the airport as the 
one serving Washington, which it is—so decreed by Congress. The 
dynamics of tha t situation will draw traffic away from Friend ship. 
It is the airpo rt to serve Washington. And the temporary advan tage 
Baltimore had because jets could not fit into Washington Natio nal 
Airport has ended. Those are all facts of nationa l and community 
life.

So that is one thing.
But to say tha t we are using other powers to coerce or be unjust or  

unfair, I emphatica lly disagree and deny that.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Halaby, I don’t know how to explain it. Bu t 

the only two airports in the whole United States  you run are W ashing
ton National and Chantilly.
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Mr. H alaby. No sir . The re  are  ab out  16 of the m up  in A laska,  and  
th er e are  several in the Pacif ic th at  th e Fe de ral Aviat ion Agency also 
runs . We do not  en joy ru nnin g ai rpor ts,  I  can ass ure  you. Bu t th at  
is a du ty  Con gress gav e us.

Mr . F riedel. The only two ai rp or ts  th at  you run in the  Un ite d 
State s. Now, of course, A lask a is a new Sta te.  I  di dn ’t  know about 
Alask a, and  maybe some of  these islands . Bu t in the  continenta l 
Uni ted Sta tes , the  only  tw o ai rp or ts  you own, opera te,  and  reg ula te 
are Washing ton Na tio na l a nd  Dull es.

Tf you g ob ack to  the  f igures  some time  ago, before  you were Ad min
is trat or , Wash ing ton  Na tio na l was overcro wde d, an d everyone tol d 
the m it  was overcro wde d th at  know an ythi ng  a bout flying. Fri en d
sh ip  was dy ing  on its fee t. Th ey  wo uld n’t dive rt traffic  over  there, 
because  the FA A ha d contr ol of  Wash ing ton  Na tio na l. Th at  was 
befor e you  came. But  th a t is what hap pen ed.  An d the  same th in g 
is hap pe ning  now.

1 th in k the re will be a need for three ai rpor ts.  But don't  forc e 
peo ple  to use Dulles  at the expense of  Fr ien ds hip.  An d Fr iend sh ip  
is suppos ed to lie an in te rn at iona l ai rp or t fo r Washin gto n and  B al ti 
more. You jus t keep sa ying  Dulles  is  fo r Wash ing ton ian s. Fri en d
sh ip  is fo r W ash ing ton  an d Ba ltim ore . Tha t is wha t it was designa ted  
at  the be ginn ing.

Mr . H alaby. Mr. Ch ai rm an , it occurs to me in a sense the  Federal  
Av ia tio n Agency div ert ed  traffic to Fr iend sh ip  ai rp or t, and  gave  it 
th is  grea t surge of  traffic in the  firs t 3 years  of the jet  age. I f  the 
Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Adm in is trat or  had wished to hurt , to lx* un jus t 
to  Fr iend sh ip , he wou ld have  bu ilt  up Washin gto n National  as a 
je t ai rp or t, and  monopolized all  the  traffic. li e  did n 't do that , sir. 
He  re fused the  j ets  in  the re  because Wash ing ton  Na tio na l is not  built,  
des igned,  or se t up fo r je t t raffic. There fore, the  C ong ress built a new 
ai rp ort , in its  wisdom. B ut if anyth ing, he helped  Baltim ore  by di 
ve rt in g traffic. He  did n’t h u rt  it.

Mr. F riedel. Fr iend sh ip  w as one of the  few a irpo rt s in the  Un ited 
St ates  w hich could accommodate jets then. Id lew ild  could n’t han dle  
ce rtain jetp lanes.  Th ere  ha d not been a jet pla ne  flown to the United 
St ates  th at  has  no t la nded in Fr iend sh ip , when they cou ld not land  any 
ot he r place on th e east  coast.

Mr . I Ialaby. I t  is a  ve ry f ine a irpo rt.  Pr oo f of  t hat  in action is the  
numb er of  gr an ts  we hav e made,  the  numb er of people we have em
plo yed  the re,  and  th at  th er e is not one instanc e th at  anyone has 
cited or  can cite  in my judg men t where we have tak en any action 
de tri men ta l to Baltim ore , except  th at  the  Congress establ ished a new 
ai rp or t out  in Vi rgini a.

Mr . F riedel. The pu rpose of  m y bil l is to tak e the  opera tion away 
fro m FA A. Yo ur bil l ma kes you head of  a corpo rat ion . If  it were 
a co rporati on  th at  the FA A  ha d no thing  t o do with  it. it mig ht lie a 
di ffe ren t thi ng . Tha t is wh y I ask  fo r an ind epe ndent board  so you 
wou ld hav e no  contro l of  that,  none  whatsoever othe r th an  the safety . 
In  sa fe ty  you are  do ing  a w or ld  of  good. We  were up  in At lan tic  Ci ty 
an d saw wh at t he FA A is d oin g, and it  should  be public ized more wha t 
you are  doing fo r safety . I was amazed at  the  th in gs  we saw—t his  
gl ide scope, the  lig ht ing sys tem  you have, yo ur  te st ing on recorder 
devices. They were  w on de rfu l things. Tha t is the th in g I th ink you 
shou ld be inte res ted  in all  th e time—not wo rry  abou t a concession,
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or a hotdog s tand, or a rest aurant, or a hangar. Those things should 
be the concern of a separate board.

Mr. Halaby. Mr. Chairman, this bill proposes the halfway posi
tion.

Your bill would go all the  way and put it in a new, independent 
agency.

Mr. F riedel. T just w ant to divorce you from it.
Mr. H alaby. This bill divorces it as fa r as is functionally and eco

nomically efficient from the  Federal Aviation Administrator. And it 
sets up a general manager, a statutory officer.

Now, you can go all the  way over. If  tha t is the decision of Con
gress, we will of course conform to it.

But what I  am try ing  to get at  is there hasn't been any unjust, un
fa ir treatment or competition. If  anything my Agency has helped 
the fine men who have put so much of thei r time and energy into mak
ing this a grea t a irport—has helped them by Federa l grants,  by pu t
ting people in the tower, by putting the latest facilities in there. It  
is one of the best ai rports  in the world.

But don't forget, sir, tha t we have a regulated free enterprise air 
carr ier system in this  country. And it is our attem pt to keep it as 
free as possible.

Neither Mr. Boyd nor  Mr. Ilalaby, nor anyone on the Board or in 
the FAA can tell the  carriers  to move from Friendship  to Dulles. 
There is no authority to do it.

Mr. Friedel. Who does tell the air  carriers . There is one jet  
flight from Friendship to Miami, Fla., and all they assigned for Balti
more City is four seats on that plane. Now, tha t is crazy. And who 
lets them get away with that,  I don’t know. Sometimes we have a 
waiting list but we can’t get. on that  plane. So we have to go to Dulles. 
You can get a good flight out of Dulles, or Washington  National. But  
out of Friendship  one jet flight, and only four  seats on that plane. 
Now, when we return to Friendship. You know what time you have 
to leave Miami—2:45 a.m., and get there at 5. Tha t is the only jet 
flight return ing.

Mr. Hemphill. If  the gentleman wants to get off on service, I will 
be happy to join him, because I  have some complaints myself.

Mr. F riedel. There  is something wrong somewhere. I don’t know 
who is doing tha t b ut there is something wrong.

Mr. H alaby. I f  the city of Baltimore asked me for any advice, 
and I am sure  I  am the last one they would ask, the grea t effort and 
ingenuity and energy tha t they have could well be put into ge nera ting 
new traffic from the citizens of Baltimore and those from the sur
rounding areas, so tha t the demand for  traffic close into Friend ship 
will be so great that the carriers,  to make a profit, will p rovide more 
service. Well, w’e have been through  this  before.

Mr. Friedel. Mr. Halaby, I can assure you they are doing tha t, 
and spending a lot of money each year to generate new business. 
And we cannot get adequate service out of Friendship.

Mr. Halaby. Well, sir, just  to finish on this point of un fai r com
petition, I ask, W hat  can the Administrator, as operator  of the two 
Washington airports , in theory, do to divert  operations from Fr ien d
ship to Dulles? He cannot prevent a ircraf t from landing a t Fr ien d
ship. He cannot  exercise the powers of the Civil Aeronautics Board 
and declare Dulles the airp ort to provide service to Baltimore. He
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cannot revoke air carrier operating  certificates for failu re to use 
Dulles. Properly exercising his duties, he can do nothing in an 
official capacity to coerce the transf er of operations from one airport 
to another. Even were we to assume an improper exercise of author
ity, I  can think of no way in which this result could be achieved.

Are there any practical means by which the Adm inist rator could 
use his position to prejudice Friendship? The only conceivable one 
tha t occurs to me is through his adm inistra tion of  the Federal Airport  
Act. To set a t rest any fea rs on this  score, I think  we need only look 
at the record. Since 1948, Frie ndship has received 16 Federal air
port  grants totaling $4,872,052. Eleven of those gran ts, totaling 
$2,674,212, were received since 1950 when the second a irpo rt was au
thorized. Since construction was started a t Dulles in 1958, Friendship 
has received five of those gra nts  total ing $1,782,957. Since Dulles 
opened last November, we have tentatively allocated $365,500 to 
Friendship and a grant of the money awaits only receipt of the  project 
application. A comparison of Friendship with other  airpo rts of 
similar traffic volume, and serving cities of comparable size will reveal 
tha t i t is also comparable in its receipt of Federal funds.

I think  this  is a tr ibute to the ingenuity  and worthwhileness of tha t 
airport, and the Congressmen and Senators who have been working 
to develop it. If  anything, there  might be some crit icism for grant
ing too much too soon to both of these airpor ts. For tha t, I can only 
say we believe we are promoting  and developing air  commerce in 
the United States through  making these a irpor ts as safe  and as con
venient as possible.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, tha t I should close by pointing out that  
we are interested in the development of all airpo rts needed for an 
efficient and safe American ai r transportation  industry.

We have that  responsibility of fostering civil aeronautics by law. 
The fact that  we do it in several different ways requires us to consider 
what is good for Friendship Airpor t as well as Washington  National 
Airport, as well as Dulles Inte rnat iona l Airport. And we believe 
tha t we have to face the facts of life.

Dulles Internat ional  A irpo rt is a reality. While some might  argue 
tha t i t was not needed at this i nstant  in time, the re can be no doubt as 
to its u ltimated need or the fac t that  it is now in operation. Although 
I apprec iate the concern of those who believe tha t Dulles  will detract 
from the use of Friendsh ip. I am convinced th at this is a  short-term 
problem. In the long run,  av iation service in the Wash ington-Balti
more area will require the three airpor ts. I would urge the commit
tee not to allow the present unders tandable anxieties of our Maryland 
citizens to defeat a sound management arrangement for the Washing
ton airports. The corporation is required for valid operational rea
sons having no effect whatsoever upon Friendship Internat iona l Air
port. If  Dulles International Airp ort poses a threa t to Friendship,, 
the enactment of H.R. 2081 would not lessen that threa t. Conversely, 
incorporation of the airport s would not intensify  it.

I earnestly urge the committee’s favorable consideration of  II.R. 826.
(The sta tement of Mr. Hala by follows:)

Statement by Hon. N. E. IIai.aby, .Administrator. Federal Aviation Agency

Mr. Chairman  and members of the subcommittee, I app reci ate th is oppor tunity  
to tes tify  on H.R. 826, a bill to inco rporate  the Washington Nat ional and Dulles 
In ter na tio na l Airports, and H.R. 2081, H.R. 3328, and H.R. 3406. iden tical  bills-
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whi ch  wou ld  cr ea te  a W as hin gto n A ir port s Boa rd . The  para m oun t is su e po sed 
by th es e bi ll s is th is —how  ca n th e  F edera l Gov er nm en t be st  m an ag e an d oper at e 
it s tw o m ul tim il lion -d ol la r a ir p o rt s?

T he desi ra b il it y  of  oper at in g  th e  a ir port s of  th e N at io n’s C ap it al  th ro ug h a 
co rp ora ti on  has been widely re co gn iz ed  fo r m an y ye ar s.  As  f a r  ba ck  as 1949, 
th e  H oo ve r Co mm iss ion  pr op os ed  th e in co rp or at io n o f W as hi ng to n N at io nal  A ir 
po rt . T he Sen at e Co mm erc e Com m itt ee  in  th e 83d  Con gres s un an im ou sly su p
po rt ed  th is  view an d re port ed  fa vor ab ly  a  corp or at io n bi ll.  The  ex ec tu iv e 
br an ch  has co ns is te nt ly  an d re pea te dly  ur ge d th e est ab li sh m en t of  an  a ir po rt  
co rp or at io n. P re si den t E is en ho w er , in  h is  bud ge t m es sa ge  fo r th e  1955 fis ca l 
ye ar , s ta te d  th a t in corp ora ting  th e  W as hi ng ton N at io nal  A ir port  “w ill  pr ov ide 
g re a te r m an ag em en t fl ex ib il ity to  m ee t ch an gi ng  re quir em en ts  and  per m it more 
bu si ne ss like  op er at io n. ” T he  bud get  tr ansm it te d  by P re si den t Ken ne dy  fo r th e  
1964 fiscal ye ar , has agai n  reco m men de d le gi sl at io n “t o  est ab li sh  a Federa l 
co rp ora tion  to  co ns ol id at e th e  m an ag em en t of  th e  D ul le s and W as hi ng to n N a
ti onal A ir port s an d to  plac e th ese  es se ntial ly  co mm ercial  oper at io ns on  a bu si 
ne ss -typ e ba si s. ”

T he  p ers is te n t d em an d fo r a  co rp or at io n,  bo th  fr om  in  and  o u t of  Gov ernm en t, 
is  perh aps th e be st  ev iden ce  o f th e  val id ity  of  th e  need.  T her e is  no  qu es tio n 
th a t th es e a ir port s could,  w ith  var io us am en dm en ts  of  ex is ti ng  legi slat io n,  co n
ti nue  in  th e fu tu re  to  be opera te d  as  th ey  ha ve  been in  th e  pa st . Nor  do  I 
doub t th a t they  co uld be opera te d  by an  in dep en de nt  a ir p o rt s  bo ard.  I am , 
ho wev er , conv inc ed  th a t on ly  w it h  a co rp or at e fo rm  of  o rg an iz at io n  will  th ey  be  
oper at ed  w ith in  a  so un d G ov er nm en t fr am ew ork  and  w ith  a  m ax im um  o f e ffic iency 
an d r e tu rn  on  the  mon ey  in ve st ed .

A t th e  pr es en t tim e we  a re  oper at in g  th es e tw o a ir p o rt s  under  tw o dif fe re nt 
le gi sl at iv e chart ers —th e W as hin gto n N at io nal  A ir port  A ct  of  .June 29, 1940, a s  
am en de d,  an d th e Second  W as hi ng to n A irport  Ac t of  Sep tem be r 7, 1950, a s  
am en de d.  N ei th er  of  th ese  ac ts  eve n reco gn ize th a t th e  Gov ernm en t is  co n
duct in g  a bu sine ss -ty pe  opera ti on  th ro ug h th es e a ir po rt s.  Th ey  pr ov id e no 
st a n d a rd s  fo r se tt in g  r a te s  and  ch ar ge s,  no  pr in ci pl e of econom ic sel f-suff iciency, 
no  gu id e to  sou nd  bu sine ss  p ra cti ce . In  su ch  m att ers  as te rm s an d co nd it io ns  of  
con tr ac ts  th ey  a re  i nco nsi st en t.

C er ta in ly , we  ca n a ll  agre e th a t so m ethi ng  is  ne ed ed  in  th e way  of  le gi sl at io n 
if  th es e a ir po rt s a re  to  be  m an ag ed  in  a co nsi st en t and  bus in es sl ik e m an ne r.  I 
wou ld  lik e to enum er at e th e  m an y re as on s why  we p re fe r th e  in co rp or at io n bil l 
no w be fo re  th is  com m it te e :

1. By  es ta bl is hi ng a  co rp ora te -t yp e bud ge t w hi ch  se ts  fo rt h  bo th  re ve nu es  an d 
ex pe ndi tu re s,  th e bi ll a ss u re s th a t th e tr u e  fi na nc ia l co nd it io n of  th e a ir po rt s 
w il l be  cl ea rly se t fo rt h  fo r th e  Pre si den t,  th e  Con gres s, an d fo r th e  a ir p o rt  
m an ag er s.

2. I t  pr ov id es  f o r th e  u se  of  re ve nu es  to  defr ay  th e  co st s of a ir p o rt  op er at io n 
an d a uth ori ze s r ev ol vi ng  fu n d  financ ing .

3. I t  pe rm it s ra p id  re sp on se s to  ch an ge s in  dem an ds fo r se rv ices  which  ca n 
no w be m et  on ly  a ft e r lo ng  de lay or  by  d iv er ti ng  fu nds from  oth er urg en tly  
ne ed ed  pu rpos es .

4. I t  m ak es  po ss ib le  t h e  im m ed ia te  i n it ia ti on  of  unan ti c ip a te d  re pair s re quir ed  
in  the  in te re st  of  a ir p o rt  sa fe ty  o r econo my.

5. I t  es ta bl is he s fo r th e  fi rs t tim e a ge ne ra lly ap pl ic ab le  co ng re ss iona l po lic y 
of  s el f- su st ai ni ng  opera ti on  f o r th e  ai rp ort s.

6. I t es ta bl is he s a po lic y o f  fa ir  an d re as ona ble  ra te s  fo r se rv ices  re nder ed  
us er s by th e a ir port s,  p ro te cti ng  bo th th e u se r’s and th e  G ov er nm en t’s in te re st s.

7. By  ve st in g m an ag em en t re sp on sibi li ty  in  a  s ta tu to ry  officer, th e  G en er al  
M an ag er , it  will  fr ee  th e  A dm in is tr a to r of  th e  F edera l Avi at io n Ag ency  fr om  
invo lvem en t in th e da y-to-d ay  ope ra tion  o f t he a ir port s.

8. It  cr ea te s a fiv e-m em ber ad vi so ry  bo ar d em po wered  to  ad vi se  th e  A dm in is 
tr a to r  an d Gen er al  M an ag er  co nc erning  po lic ies  an d ope ra tion s,  who se  m em be rs  
a re  co mpe ns ated  on ly  on th e ir  da ys  of se rv ic e an d on ly  if  th ey  come  fr om  
p ri vate  life.

9. I t in cr ea se s th e  a u th o ri ty  of  th e  m an ag em en t to  en te r in to  le as e con tr ac ts  
which  m us t now  in  m an y ca se s lx* re s tr ic te d  to  3 o r 5 ye ar s.  In  so  do ing , it  
el im in at es  d iff er en ce s in  le as in g a u th ori ty  ap pl ic ab le  to th e  tw o a ir po rt s and th us 
th e ne ce ss ity  of  a se p a ra te  bil l now  be fo re  ti ns co m m it te e (H .R . 31 27 ).

10. I t  au th ori ze s le ase  ar ra ngem ents  w ith  co nc es si onai re s per m it ti ng  th em  to  
re pa ir  an d im prov e th e ir  fa ci li ties , th us obvia ting th e  ne ed  fo r ano th er bi ll now 
be fo re  th is  co m m itt ee  (H .R . 3126).

11. I t cl ea rly est ab li sh es po lic ies  under which  o th er Fed er al  ag en cie s, in cl ud 
ing th e D ep ar tm en t of  Defen se , may  us e th e  a ir p o rt s  or sp ac e th er ei n.
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12. By  cr ed it in g an  am ou nt  equi val en t to  Fed er al  ai d to  a ir p o rt  gra nts , it  
pr ov id es  a  re as on ab le  an d eq uit ab le  ba si s fo r de te rm in in g th e  cap it a l base us ed  
in  th e  e st ab lish m en t of  u se r ch ar ge s.

13. I t  prov ides  au th ori ty  to  tr a n sfe r cert a in  ac ce ss  ro ad s to  S ta te  or  Fe de ra l 
ag en ci es  un der  co nd iti on s which  sa fe guar d  th e in te re st s of  nort hern  Virg in ia  
co mmun iti es .

14. By per m it ting th e C orp ora tion to  su e an d be su ed  in  it s ow n na me in 
co nd uc ting  it s bu sine ss  oper at io ns,  it  pla ces part ie s de al in g w ith  th e a ir po rt s 
on  m or e eq ua l foo tin g.

15. I t  pe rm it s the C or po ra tion  to  rece ive g if ts  or  donat io ns of  pr oi ie rty an d 
se rv ices  an d ut ili ze  them  in  s uppo rt  o f th e a ir port s.

16. It  pe rm its pa ym en ts  in lie u of  ta xes  up on  re al  p ro per ty  und er  specifi ed 
co nd iti on s.

17. It  will  jie rm it co m m er ci al -typ e audit s by th e Gen er al  Acc ou nt ing Office 
which  a re  more appro pri a te  fo r re ve nu e- pr od uc ing ac tivi ti es .

Thes e ad va nt ag es  ha ve  m or e th an  a th eo re ti ca l fo undat io n. Most of  them  
ca n be di re ct ly  or  in di re ct ly  re la te d  to  co st an d effi ciency  of  op er at io n.  For  
ex am ple,  we  ha ve  ha d si tu a ti ons a ri se  whe re  th e in st a ll a ti on  of  par kin g meter s 
co st in g ap pr ox im at el y $7,000 wou ld  giv e us  a pot en tial  annual reve nu e of  
$100,000. Thi s reve nu e w as  lo st , ho we ve r, fo r a co ns id er ab le  pe riod  of tim e 
unt il  fu nds could  be ob ta in ed  fo r th is  pu rpos e.  As a co rp ora tion,  th e  m et er s 
could  ha ve  been pu rc ha se d ou t of th e  reve nu e. Si m ilar ly , we hav e ex pe rie nc ed  
unan ti c ip ate d  in cr ea se s in th e use  of  el ec tr ic ity an d hea t by le ss ee s wh ich  ha ve  
fo rc ed  us  to  po stp one o th er ac ti v it ie s fo r wh ich  we  had  obta in ed  fu nds in or de r 
to pa y our lig ht  an d fuel  bil ls.  T his  re su lt s be ca us e th e pay m en ts  by les sees  
fo r hea t,  lig ht , am i po wer  go d ir ectl y  to th e T re asu ry  an d can not be us ed  to 
defr ay  our pu rc ha se s from  u ti li ty  co mpa nies  an d o th er su pp lier s.  When re v
en ue s ca nnot be used  to  of fset  added  costs , m an ag em en t is  un nec es sa ri ly  face d 
w ith th e  ch oic e of p re fe rr in g  on e oper at io nal  im pr ov em en t ov er  an ot he r.  Ve ry 
of ten,  pr oc ee ding  w ith  bo th  wou ld  be  in th e be st  in te re st s of  th e Gov ernm en t 
sinc e bo th  wo uld  more th an  pay  th e ir  wa y. In  th is  en vi ro nm en t, th e  ince nt ive 
to good  m an ag em en t tend s to  be  d is si pate d  th ro ug h fr u s tr a ti o n . T he fle xibi lity 
af fo rd ed  by  in co rp or at io n wou ld  en co ur ag e goo d m an ag em en t by  mak in g it  
po ss ib le  to  im prov e bo th  th e  se rv ic es  re nde re d by th e  a ir p o rt s  and  th e  incom e 
de rive d fr om  thos e ser vic es .

H av in g no ted th es e ad va nt ag es , I wo uld now  lik e to  c om men t on a few  re su lt s 
whi ch  wou ld  no t fol low  fr om  in co rp ora ti on  of  th e a ir port s.  F ir s t,  th ere  wo uld  
be no  le ss en in g of  co ng re ss io na l co nt ro l. Th e Gov er nm en t C orp ora tion  Co ntro l 
Ac t re qu ir es th a t an  annual budget be  pr es en ted to  th e  Con gres s. Th e Ap pro 
p ri a ti ons Com mitt ee s ha ve  a  fu ll  opport unity  to  revi ew  th is  budg et  an d th e pro 
gr am  it  prop os es . Th ey  m ay  pl ac e an y li m itat io ns deem ed  des ir ab le  on  th e use 
of fu nds by th e Cor po ra tio n.  A lth ou gh  wh en  co mpa re d w ith th e  no rm al  bu dg et 
proc es s th is  ma y lie chara ct er iz ed  a s  a ne ga tive  ra th e r th an  a po si tive  veto, th e 
co m m it te es  ga in  a ve ry  sign if ic an t ad va nta ge— th e ir  a tt en ti on  is dir ec te d to  th e 
u lt im ate  im pa ct  on th e T re asu ry  of th e  pr og ra m  pro posed.

Se cond ly,  in co rp or at io n wou ld  not  re su lt  in a g ra n t of  un fe tt e re d  adm in is tr a
tive  au th ori ty . W hile  con tr acti ng  wou ld  be  ac co m pl ishe d in  a  m an ner  mo re  re 
sp on sive  to  bu sine ss  needs, it  wou ld , ne ve rthe le ss , co nt in ue  to  be  do ne  in  ac co rd 
an ce  w ith  ba sic Gov er nm en t p ro cu re m en t pr ac tice s.  Per so nne l m an ag em en t 
wou ld co nt in ue  un de r civi l se rv ic e law s an d re gu la tion s.  T he C or po ra tion ’s 
af fa ir s wou ld  re m ain su bje ct  to a u d it  by th e G en er al  A cc ou nt ing Office and a 
re port  ther eo n to  Co ngress.

F in all y , in co rp or at io n wou ld  no t ad ve rs el y af fect  th e in te re st s of  th e  us er s of  
th e a ir po rt . Bo th  th e a ir p o rt  m an ag em en t an d th e a ir li nes wou ld  ha ve  fo r th e  
fi rs t tim e a cl ea r le gi sl at iv e s ta n d a rd  fo r de ve lopm en t of  ra te s  an d ch arge s. 
Th e bo ok s of  th e  C or po ra tion  w ou ld  accu ra te ly  re flec t it s fi na nci al  condit io n ; 
it s bu dg et  wo uld ac cu ra te ly  re fl ec t th e  co nsequences  of  it s im pr ov em en t pro 
gr am s.  In  th is  en vi ro nm en t, a ll  p a rt ie s  in  in te re st  could  est ab li sh  th eir  re la 
tions hi ps  mor e in te ll ig en tly an d eq uitab ly .

Thi s is my  case in be ha lf  of  th e corp ora tion  bi ll.
T urn in g  now to  H.R.  2081, H.R . 3328, and II .R . 3406. id en ti ca l bi lls cr ea ting  a 

W as hi ng to n A irpo rt s Boa rd . I m ust  fi rs t st a te  th a t th e  B ure au  of  th e  Bud ge t 
ha s ad vi se d me  th a t en ac tm en t of  th ese  m ea su re s wou ld be  in co nsi st en t w ith th e 
ob je ct iv es  of  th is  adm in is tr at io n . I wo uld lik e to  revi ew  some of  th e fa ct ors  
which  lead  t o th is  po si tio n on th e p a r t of  th e  a dm in is tr at io n .

The  m os t im m ed ia te  co nseq ue nc e of  th is  bil l is th e  cr ea tion  of  st il l an ot her  
in de pe nd en t ag ency  of  G overn m ent: an d it  see ms  to  us  th a t ano th er inde pe nd en t
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ag en cy  in  th e av ia tion  bu si ne ss  wou ld  be th e la s t th in g th e  Gov ernm en t shou ld  
w an t.  View ed  in an y m an ne r,  th e  s tr uc tu re  of a ne w ag en cy  sa dd le s th e a ir 
port s w ith  a mu ch  hi gh er  ad m in is tr a ti v e  ov er he ad , in cl ud in g fo r th e  sa la ry  of  
B oa rd  mem be rs  a lone , $100 ,500 p e r ye ar . In ev itab ly  fo llo wing wou ld  he th e c re a
tion  of  sm al l st af fs  her e an d th e re  to  pr ov id e cl er ic al  se rv ic es  or  tech ni ca l 
expert ness  now av ai la ble  i n  th e  F edera l A vi at io n Agenc y.

More im po rt an tly,  th e  c re a ti on  of  a  new ag en cy  wou ld  fu r th e r  co mpl icate th e 
jo b  of  th e  Co ng res s an d th e  P re s id en t in  as su ri ng  eff icient and  eff ec tiv e m an 
ag em en t of  th e  a ir iw rt s.  N or m al ly , Co ng res s tu rn s  to th e  bo ar d- or  comm iss ion - 
ty pe  org an iz at io n on ly whe n it  is  ve st in g qua si -jud ic ia l or  re gu la to ry  fu nc tion s 
in an  ag en cy . In  th is  ca se , w he n th e sole mission  of  th e  ag en cy  wo uld  be  to 
opera te  a Gov ernm en t en te rp ri se , th e  ca se  fo r a sing le  ex ec utive is  espe cial ly  
st ro ng . The  con ce pt  o f a si ngl e ex ec ut iv e is un iv er sa lly  f avore d  w he re  qu ick  an d 
de ci si ve  ac tion  is  e ss en tial  to su cc es s.

W hi le  c re at in g  an oth er ag en cy  w ith th e i nhere n t de fic ien cies  of  b oa rd  m an ag e
men t, II .R . 2081 pr ov ides  fo r no ne  o f the m an ag eri al  an d oper at io nal  needs which  
ju s ti fy  in co rp or at io n.  The  B oard  wo uld  com e in to  ex is te nc e w ith  a le gi sl at iv e 
c h a rt e r of fe rin g no th in g m or e th a n  th e ex is ting and cl ea rl y  in ad eq uate  m an ag e
m en t too ls.

I wou ld  in clo sin g like  to  m en tion  th e co nf lic t of  in te re s t al le ge d to  ex is t in  
th e  ro le s of  th e A dm in is tr at or.  Be ing ch ar ge d w ith  re gu la ti ng  a ir  comm erc e, to  
pr om ot e it s de ve lopm en t, and  in su re  i ts  sa fe ty , it  is ar gued  th a t he  ca nn ot  a t  th e  
sa m e tim e im part ia ll y  opera te  Fed er al  ai iq io rts in  co m iiet it io n w ith o th er a ir 
po rt s in  th e same ar ea . I do  no t be lieve  su ch  a  co nf lic t ex is ts  e it her in th eo ry  
o r  in  pr ac tice . W hat  ca n th e  A dm in is tr at or , as  opera to r of th e  tw o W as hi ng to n 
a ir p o rt s , in  t he or y do  t o  d iv e rt  ope ra tion s fr om  F ri endsh ip  to  Dul le s?  H e ca nnot 
p re vent a ir c ra ft  from  la nd in g  a t Frien ds hi p.  He can not ex er ci se  th e  po w er s 
of  th e  Civi l A er on au tics  Bo ard,  and de cl ar e Dul le s th e a ir p o rt  to  pr ov ide se rv ic e 
to  Bal tim or e.  He can not re vo ke  a ir  ca rr ie rs  opera ti ng  ce rt if ic at es  fo r fa il u re  
to  us e Dull es . P ro perl y  exer ci si ng  hi s dut ie s,  he ca n do noth in g in  an  off icia l 
ca pac ity  to  co erc e th e tr a n s fe r  of  op er at io ns  fr om  one a ir p o rt  to  an ot he r.  Eve n 
w er e we to  as su me an  im pro per  ex er ci se  of  au th ori ty , I can  th in k of  no  w ay  in  
which  th is  re su lt  co uld he  ac hiev ed .

Are  th er e an y p ra cti cal m ea ns by whic h th e  A dm in is tr a to r co uld us e his  po si 
tio n to  pr ej ud ic e F ri endsh ip ?  The  on ly  co nc eiva ble on e th a t oc cu rs  to  me is 
th ro ug h hi s adm in is tr a ti on  of  th e Fed er al  A irport  Ac t. To  se t a t re s t an y fe a rs  
on  th is  sco re,  I th in k  we ne ed  on ly look a t th e re co rd . Sinc e 15)48, F ri endsh ip  
has  rece ived  16 F ed er al  a ir p o rt  g ra n ts  to ta li ng  $4,872,052. El ev en  of  th os e 
g ra n ts , to ta ling  $2,674,212. w er e rece ived  sinc e 1950 whe n th e  sec ond a ir p o rt  
w as  au th or iz ed . Sinc e const ru ct io n was  s ta rt ed  a t D ul le s in  1958, F ri endsh ip  
has  rece ived  five of  th os e g ra n ts  to ta ling  $1,782,957. Si nc e Dul le s op en ed  la s t 
No vemb er,  we ha ve  te n ta ti ve ly  al lo ca te d $365,500 to  F ri endsh ip  an d a g ra n t of  
th e mo ney aw ai ts  on ly  re ce ip t of th e  pro je ct  ap plica tion. A co m pa riso n of  
F ri en dsh ip  w ith  o th er a ir p o rt s  of si m il ar  tra ffi c vo lume,  an d se rv in g c it ie s of  

-com pa rable siz e will  re vea l th a t it  is al so  co m pa ra bl e in  it s re ce ip t of  F edera l 
fu nd s.

I f  th ere  is a co nf lic t of in te re st  co nf ro nting th e A dm in is tr a to r which  w ou ld  
lead  him  to  th w a rt  th e de ve lopm en t of F ri en dsh ip , it  wou ld  no t appear to  m an i
fe st  it se lf  i n th e F edera l ai d -t o -a ir port  pr og ra m .

As one in te re sted , in  fo st eri ng  al l so un d a ir p o rt  de ve lopm en t I wou ld  m uc h 
pre fe r an  ar ra ngem ent under wh ich  W as hin gto n’s tw o a ir po rt s wo uld be  op er 
ate d  by an  ag en cy  hav in g  a  to ta l co nc ern fo r th e  fo st eri ng  of  civi l aero nauti cs 
th ro ug ho ut  ou r N at io n  th a n  by a W as hi ng to n A ir port s Boa rd  wh ose so le co n
ce rn  w as  to m ax im iz e th e  use  a nd  re ve nu es  of  th e  a ir p o rt s  which  i t  ope ra te d.  I 
wou ld  su gg es t th a t th e  t ru e  i n te re st s of  th e  A dm in is tr a to r of  t he  F ed er al  A vi at io n 
Ag enc y a ug ur s w ell  fo r F ri endsh ip  A irpo rt . I fu r th e r su gg es t th a t an  i ndep en de nt  
bo ar d mig ht  b e like ly  to  e ng en de r des tr ucti ve ri va lr y  w ith  Frien ds hi p.

The  ba si c an d endu ri ng  re sp on sibi li ty  of  th e  A dm in is tr a to r is  to  fo s te r civi l 
ae ro na ut cs  by ass u ri ng  sa fe ty  a nd  e ffic iency in  av ia tion . H e is  t o  do th is  th ro ugh 
ce rt if ic at in g ai rm en  and  a ir c ra ft , re gu la ti ng  th e opera ti on  of  a ir c ra ft , est ab li sh 
ing an  a ir  tra ffi c sy st em , al lo ca ting th e us e of  th e ai rs po ce , an d de ve loping  a n a
ti on al  sy stem  of  a ir p o rt s . View ed in  th is  pe rs pe ct iv e,  th e  op er at io n of  th e  
W as hi ng ton N at io nal  and  Dul les In te rn a ti o n a l A ir po rt s is  a  seco nd ar y p a r t of  
hi s job . U nl ik e an  a ir p o rt s  bo ard,  whe n he  as ks w h a t is good fo r th es e tw o a i r 
po rt s,  he  m ust  necess ari ly  co ns id er  w h at is  good  fo r F ri en dsh ip  A irport , o th er 
a ir po rt s , an d civi l av ia ti o n  in  ge ne ra l. I su bm it  th a t it  is in th e in te re st  of  th e
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Congress, the  Pres iden t Wash ington. Baltimore, and  all aviatio n inte res ts tha t 
thi s kin d of “conflict of interest” continue.

Dul les Intern ationa l Airp ort is a real ity.  While some might argue that  i t was 
not  needed at  this  ins tan t in time, the re can be no doubt  a s to its  ultimate need 
or the  fact  that  it  is now in operation. Although I app rec iate the  concern of 
those who believe that  Dulles will det rac t from the use of Friendsh ip, I am 
convinced th at  this is a short-term  problem. In the  long run , avia tion  service 
in the  Washington-B altimore area  will requ ire the  thr ee  a irport s. I would urge 
the committee not to allow the  presen t understandable  anx iet ies  of our Mary
land citizens to defeat a sound management arrangeme nt for  the  Washington 
airpor ts. The corporation is requ ired  for valid  ope rationa l reasons having 
no effect whatsoever  upon Fri end ship Intern ational Airport. If  Dulles In ter
na tional  Airport poses a th re at  to Friendsh ip, the enactme nt of H .R. 2081 would 
not lessen that  threat . Conversely, incorporat ion of the  air po rts  would not 
intensify it.

I earnes tly  urge the committee’s favo rable cons idera tion of H.R. 826.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby, I just want to make this clear. I hold 

you in the highest esteem. In  everything I  have said, there is nothing  
personal. I understand your anxiety to make Dulles pay. And that  
is where we differ.

You had this white elephant dumped on your lap, you had nothing 
to do with it. And you want to make i t pay. And you refer to it 
over and over again tha t the corporation would look at the profit 
and loss.

Mr. II alaby. Yes.
Mr. F riedel. Because the Congress was misinformed about when it 

would need three airports, why do you try  to make a profit at the 
expense of  Friendship? Th at is the  point I am tr yin g to get over.

Another thing  is tha t you make a statement  December 4, 1962:
We don’t in the FAA run but. two airports  in the United States, and those are  

Washington  National and Dulles Internatio nal . And we an* not too eager 
to run  those two in case anyone ha s any doubts about that  I can reassure  him 
at  th at  point.

This  is your statement on December 4.
Would  you object if a corpora tion was set up separate  from the 

FAA?
Air. Halaby. We are  propos ing tha t we separate  it from the Fed

eral Aviation Adm inist rator as much as we can, while holding to 
Government economy of its resources. Now, if I can go back 1 
second—I got quite a bit of criticism from our distinguished State 
of Alaska, when I said we were only operat ing 2 airports, when 
in fact  we are operating about 16 up there. And I did misspeak 
for the record. We do operate other airports.

I had not spoken for all 50 States  as I should have.
Secondly, I  believe the Appropr iations Committee, as well as this 

committee, would hold me responsible for reducing the drain on the 
taxpayer th rough the operation of these two Federal airports . And 
they would judge me, and I would judge my staff, in terms of how 
well we reduced the drain  on the Federal taxpayer  for the benefit 
of the airlines and the air travelers.

Air  travelers are only about one-tenth of our population. And 
therefore I believe you are holding me responsible to operate in the 
black. I don’t think you wan t me to make a profit. But I do think 
you wan t me, as administra tor of these two airports, to at least reduce 
the drain to  the bare minimum on the Federal taxpayer.

Now, I  am doing the best I can. In  getting the landing fees that  
will get Dulles into the black within 30 years, which is the mandate
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from the Appropria tions  Committee, I have had to charge twice as 
much fo r landing  fees as Baltimore. Tha t is not unfair competition. 
It  would seem to me th at that  would he about the fairest break that  
they could get. They can offer to carriers for half the price the 
same landing on the same kind of concrete.

And even when they charge  that  high rate, Air. Chairman, it will 
be many, many years before we recover both our costs and interest 
and depreciation. And it will be at least 15 years before we can 
get into the black, and at least 25 to 30 years before we can recover 
this huge investment.

So unless you want me to operate a losing proposition deliberately, 
as a kind  o f hidden subsidy to the carriers , and to the air  travelers, 
I have to put it  on a profit and loss basis.

Mr. F riedel. Air. Hemphill.
Air. H emphill. Than k you, Air. Chairman.
I wan t to say to you I  th ink  you have made a wonderfu l statement. 

I  salute the fact that  you met the problem head on. I don’t know 
whether it has much application to what we a re try ing  to do here. 
I want to say as a Alember o f Congress I  have admired the manner 
in which you have administered  your duties. I thin k you have helped 
aviation. And I  want to salute what you have done for  general avia
tion, because you certa inly  brought it out into focus where it should 
have been for some years.

I am mighty happ y, because I have had an interest  in tha t 
personally.

Air. Halaby. I thank you, because I know you were an Air  Corps 
bomber pilot in World  War II , I  know you still fly in general aviation. 
And your saying that is of pa rticu lar satisfaction to us in the Agency.

I also unders tand congra tulations are in order, that you are  now— 
you have been promoted to colonel in the Ai r Force. Since I am 
a l ieutenant in the Navy, I would like to respond with a compliment.

Air. Hemphill. Tha nk you. I might ask you something. If  we 
are going to sell th is legislation to the House eventually, I  think there  
are certain th ings in its  favor more than  others.

As I understand  it, you propose to set up a separate  corporat ion, 
and the governing body of tha t corporation  d irectly will be a five-man 
advisory board, terms  of 5 years each, staggered. Is tha t righ t, sir.

Air. Halaby. The use of the word “governing” I guess I would have 
to clarify. It  is much more of an advisory than a governing board.

I wouldn’t want the committee to be under  any illusions about this. 
It  is contemplated tha t five citizens representing the  travele r and the  
taxpayer—not Washington or Baltimore, or the air carriers , or the 
pilots, or any special group—who are  there as watchdogs, would be 
much more like an advisory board than a board of directors  of a 
corporation, sir.

Air. H emphill. And the reason tha t you would have i t under direc
tion, I believe the bill says—subject to the direction of the Adm inis
trator, because of the very heavy investment of the Federal 
Government ?

Air. Halaby. Yes sir—and because you have here in AVashington 
some 3,500 FA A employees who are expert, trained, knowledgeable, 
about all aspects of airports  and thei r operations.

The lawyers, the doctors, all of the supporting people are right 
here, already in place, in the Federal Aviation Agency. They  pre-
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sum ably wou ld be d uplic ate d to  some ex ten t i f y ou set up  a  complete ly 
ind ependent  organ iza tion.

Mr.  H em ph ill. Now, on pages 2 and 3, items  1 and  2, th e reason ing  
th at you  set fo rth  so sp ecif ica lly in yo ur  sta tem ent—as I  un de rst and 
it, you  have  set up  a budget of  rec eip ts and expend itu res , you  would 
have some cost a sce rta inm ent wh ich  yo u do no t n ow hav e?

Mr. H alaby. We att em pt , un de r prese nt leg islation , to go as fa r 
in th at  d ire cti on  as we can.

We a re  no t required to, no r is it  form all y accepted by th e Congress,  
or  an yone else.

As  yo u, I  am sure, rea lize  the re  a re many G overn me nt corpo rat ion s 
now in existence . From  ma ny , ma ny  yea rs pa st,  they  have  been set 
up  un de r specific au thor ity  of  th e Government  Co rporat ion Control

Some of  those active Go vernme nt Co rpo rat ion s are Com mod ity 
Cr ed it,  Developm ent  Loan Fun d,  E xp or t- Im po rt  Ba nk , Fe de ral Cro p 
In su ranc e, Fe de ral Ho us ing Ad minist ra tio n,  Fe de ra l Na tional 
M or tgag e Associa tion , an d a host of  othe rs. An d th ey  are set up 
where  the nature o f the  Govern me nt bu siness is  op erat iona l—business- 
type  opera tio n. An d these are all well establ ished,  well  pre sen ted  
be for e th e var iou s com mit tees of  Cong ress.  An d th e req uir ement s 
of  the ac t which we wou ld ha ve  imposed  upon  those ru nn in g the  
ai rp ort  inc lud e a co rporati on -ty pe  budget,  and  a pro fit- and -loss typ e 
of  state me nt.

Mr . H em ph ill. Th an k you.
Now,  in  item  3 o f the reason s, you say permit response s to change . 

As I un de rs tand  i t your  ob jec tive there is to  se t up  thi s manag er  as a 
perso n who can  make an imme dia te decision.

Mr.  H alaby. Yes, sir.  And  he  a lso can tak e some of  t he  reve nues 
an d ma ke a repa ir or  a chang e in his  opera tion th at  wil l ad d to  the  
reve nues. And  he is no t comp letely  tie d down by the  ap prop riat ion 
of  th e prev iou s y ear wh ich  h ad  been deve loped as mu ch as 18 mo nths 
before, th e need  arose.  So he ha s more flex ibil ity in  me eting  the  
demands o f t he  public  a t t ha t ai rp or t.

Mr . H em ph ill . An d th e Fe de ra l Av iat ion  Adm in is trator  would 
st ill  have  the  responsi bil ity  of  se tti ng  fo rth policy  in  keep ing  wi th 
the  s ta tu te s th at  Congress pas sed .

Mr . H alaby. The Congres s would  sta te ve ry broad policy, and  
wi th in  th a t the Adm in is tra to r would  have to  oversee th e statutor y 
Gen era l Manage r. Bu t he w ould,  und er  the law, del ega te to  the s ta tu 
to ry  officer the  max imum am ou nt  of  au thor ity  available,  and the n 
wou ld ho ld him  accoun tab le fo r bo th revenues and cos ts an d opera 
tion s.

Mr. H em ph ill. Th an k you.
Now, ju mpi ng  to 13, on pa ge  4—I  am  not goi ng t o ask you in general  

fo r an ans wer, bu t I  wou ld lik e to  express  t o you my hope th at  when 
you use th e term there  “u nd er  cond itions whi ch sa fegu ard th e in te r
ests  of  no rth ern Vi rg ini a comm unitie s,” th a t we wou ld also keep in 
mind  the  purp ose  of  ge tti ng  to an d fro m the ai rp or t, wh ich  I  t hi nk  is 
a major  obstruct ion  in the use  of  ei ther  Fr iend sh ip  or  Du lle s from 
W ashing ton.  I don’t, kno w how  long  i t is go ing  to conti nue to be an 
obstruc tio n. Ce rta inly I in tend  to  back wh ate ver posit ion  is tak en 
on th e access roads by th e a dm in ist ra tio n.

Mr. H alaby. We  are  very ap prec ia tiv e of  th is  po int, because you 
are s ta ting the  in ten t of  Co ngres s as  we ha ve r ead it.
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We have been before the Appropr iations Committee many, many 
years now, my predecessor and I,  and have explained very carefully 
this was a nat ional kind of air  ro ad tha t was not  a regu lar highway, 
it was not a commuter highway—it was a national road into the sky. 
And 1 take it from what tha t committee has told me, and I believe it  
reflects the Congress intention—because there has been no exception 
to it  on the floor when the appropriations bil l, toge ther with  the legis
lative h istory, had come up—I take  it to mean they meant i t when they 
appropriated  $19 million for  a special single-purpose access road to 
the airport .

Mr. F rledel. Is that  in addi tion to the $106 million ?
Mr. Halaby. Tha t is part  of the $106 million, sir.
But  let me give you a specific problem we had.
If  the Congress meant it, and told me what to do, then I have the 

problem of enforcing this. And at the moment, people are coming 
off the roads that were there before the airpor t came in—and of course 
they have underpasses or overpasses—they are coming off the  roads, 
on to the  access way, and then at the first moment th at  no one is look
ing, they make a 180 across the grass divider, and then commute into 
Washington.

Now, you made the p oint  tha t once people st art  this habi t of using 
this highway, there will be no way that Congress or  I or anyone else 
could break these pathways and these habitual ways of commuting.

Now, should I  j ust  le t them do that? Should I just, go ahead and 
replant  the grass, and smooth over the  ruts  they dig? Or should I 
pu t up a chain fence there ?

I take i t the will of Congress was tha t this not be used for commut
ing, that  there not l>e a violation of the design of the highway, and 
as a result we have put  up chain fences.

I take it  if this is violated and there is a trespass, tha t the Congress 
wishes t hat  we enforce the regulations for the use of tha t highway. 
This  will be very hard to do and it is very difficult for the commuters 
there. It  is even worse for the  developers who want to build all a long 
tha t highway and treble the  value of their propert ies by having ra pid 
access to the city. I  recognize that reta ining a limited  access highway 
is onerous and unpleasan t and unpopular. But I understand tha t to 
be the will of Congress and, until I am told otherwise, tha t is the  way 
we will do it.

Mr. Hemphill. I  certainly agree with you.
I have one more question, sir.
I was happy to hear you say th at something is needed, and tha t t his 

legislation is the evidence of your ambition to conduct the opera tion in 
a businesslike manner.

Now, would there  be some—I am sure th ere would be a report to  the 
Appropria tions Committee, i f not direct ly upon request, a t the time 
you came up any given year for appropria tions  in connection with 
your Agency.

But would there be any sort of report itself  th rough  your  Agency 
or otherwise made to, say, this committee as to the profit and loss 
through  the years. Would you anticipate that ?

Mr. H alaby. We would be glad to do tha t—either have it writ ten 
into the act, or by agreement of the  Agency.

I believe the re will be members of the Appropria tions  Committee 
who will have opposition to this bill on the ground that they feel that
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any Government corporation reduces the specific detailed appropria
tions control they have over the funds.

Fo r example, they would feel tha t if the revenues went back to 
cover the costs, it would permit  too much flexibility. They would also 
feel tha t if  we could move funds from one airp ort to the  other, it would 
permit too much flexibility, and that there should be an annual pin 
point  control.

But they have not felt th at  way about 14 corporations actively 
doing business, many of them a t breakeven or a profit for the people’s 
business.

And so we would anticipate going before the Appropriat ions  Com
mittee, as we do now, pre senting all of the facts and being subject to 
all the limitations in the appropria tions  bill. But  having the au
thority , within whatever limita tions they prescribe, we would treat 
this like a business rath er than a bureaucracy.

Mr. Hemphill. I think  the answer to tha t would be that  none of 
us see any objection to running it in a businesslike manner or  making 
a profit.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. Mr. Halaby, I would agree with the gentleman from 

South Carol ina.
Do you feel, however, Mr. Halaby, that  in absence of the passage 

of any o f th is legislation you could not operate in a businesslike man
ner out there ?

Mr. H alaby. No, I don’t, Mr.  Devine. As I said at the outset, we 
can operate  i t the way it now is set up. We can opera te it under this 
proposed administ ration corporation bill. It  could be operated under 
a Washington Airports Board.

Mr. Devine. You can live without this legislation.
Mr. H alaby. Any one of the three  ways or variations of it will work. 

I am jus t saying that based upon the Hoover Commission, Pres ident 
Eisenhower’s proposal, the Bureau of the Budget, this  administration, 
and my 2 years of experience, tha t the best of the various ways to do 
it is to set it  up as a separate Government corporation, as  independent 
of me as it is possible, to continue using all the resources that you 
make available to the FA A each year.

Mr. Devine. Are you saying in your statement here tha t neither 
under the 1940 act nor the act of 1950 can you conduct a business-type 
operation through these airports?

Mr. H alaby. No sir ; I don’t believe I  said that.  I  said I feel we 
believe we can do a more businesslike job if you provide  this new 
legislation.

Mr. D evine. Specifically you say there are no standards for set ting 
rates or no guide to sound business practice.

Mr. H alaby. That is righ t. It  is jus t as though there were another 
non-business-type area of the Government. And in the absence of 
congressional policy, we have had to develop our own. And I will 
be glad to put in the record what  we call the National Capita l air 
ports business policy. I think it would be agreeable to you. But I 
think th at this is big business. This is some $140 million worth of the 
people’s money we are  fooling with here. And I think the Congress 
should state the policy, ra the r than  have me state  the policy.
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Mr. Devine. I notice in your four th annual report th at  came out 
jus t a few days ago, on page 57, you made this statement,  which would 
indicate that you are operating  on sound business basi s:

The airp ort has produced for the  U.S. Treasury revenues greater  than the 
funds Congress appropriated for its operation and maintenance. To avoid defi
cit financing in the fu ture, FAA found  it necessary in the past year  to establish 
higher landing fees and terminal ren tal rates. It  is anticipated the new ra tes  
will provide revenues somewhat in  excess of operating expenses and appropriate- 
depreciation interest cost.

So you apparently  have been following sound business practices. 
And it would appear from thi s statement in your report th at you are 
operating  a t a profit.

Mr. Halaby. We are barely in the black at Washington  National , 
which is, I  th ink, about as it  should be, if it were operated all alone. 
We are deeply in the red at Dulles, and we will be for many, many 
years.

Mr. Devine. Yes. You have only been in operation out there less 
tha n 4 months.

Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir. Bu t a well-planned profit-and-loss kind of 
operation I  suppose should  start  in the black as soon as possible. Be
cause of the heavy investment there, we won’t be able to recover costs, 
interes t, and depreciation for  15 or 20 years. And so that  airp ort 
will operate at a deficit, a planned deficit, if  you will, planned long 
ago when it was first designed by the previous administration. And 
that  is what we have to face.

Mr. F riedel. Will the  gentleman yield ?
I am afra id it  wasn’t planned tha t way long ago, because they 

never dreamed the cost of building the Dulles A irport  would be over 
$100 million—never mentioned at any time over $40 million. And it 
is way over $106 million now. So they couldn’t have planned it long 
ago.

Mr. Devine. Get ting  back to the necessity fo r this  legislation, would 
it be an accurate statem ent of your position, Mr. Halaby, tha t you 
plan  to get into the  b lack as quickly as possible. You feel w ith the 
enactment of this  legislation you can get there more rapid ly tha n 
without  it.

Mr. Halaby. I thin k, Mr. Devine, that th is legislat ion would help us 
husband the money appropria ted by Congress. It  would enable us 
to do a be tter job.

I think it  is going to  be a long time before any administ rator  of the  
FAA  or any chairman of any Washington  Airp orts  Board would 
come to you and say both of these airports, opera ting as a business, are 
in the black. And we have testified to tha t 3 years now.

Just to give you an example, we think  for the next 5 years tha t the 
deficit at Dulles Internat iona l Airpor t—and I will put this in the 
record, if I may—will be very, very substantial. In essence, the pu b
lic and the air  carr iers are gett ing all of that  airp ort at the  expense 
of the national taxpayers .

Mr. Devine. You don’t anticipate an interchange of  funds between 
Washington National and Dulles, do you, if these two corporations  
are set up.

Mr. Halaby. Oh, yes. The provision of the corporation bill oper
ates the two a irpo rts as one corporation.
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Now, the way we account for them is another matter. There will 
be separate  statements. We can give you the separate financial state
ments, if you wish.

Mr. Devine. Do you expect in the opera tion of  the two in the event 
it is successful, tha t any profit of Washington  Nat ional will be t rans
ferred to offset the deficit at Dulles? One may help c arry the other?

Mr. H alaby. Well, I submit, Mr. Devine, that the amount of profit 
we can make at Washington National is so small in relation to the 
deficit th at any offset for Dulles would be almost de minimis.

Mr. D evine. For  example, could you anticipate pumping up your 
landing  fees fu rthe r and your h anger renta l fees fur the r to help off
set the losses at Dulles ?

Mr. H alaby. No. The problem there is tha t one carr ier using 
Washington National, but not using Dulles, must not, on a fai r and 
business basis, carry all of the load of both.

In  reading  the act in section 5 (c) , it specifically states:
In  the determ ination  of such rat es and charges, each airport und er the  ju ris

diction of the  corporation shal l be considered as a sep ara te ent ity , and the 
Corporation sha ll give due conside ration to the  costs of operation  of and the 
amount of capit al investment in the  ai rp or t concerned including int ere st and 
deprecia tion.

A car rier  who uses only Washington  National would be charged 
rates and charges in relation to Washington National. And if he 
did not use Dulles, he would of course not be charged in relation to 
the deficit at Dulles.

So the tota l operation would be combined, and funds could be used 
flexibly. But  in charging the user, he is charged in relation to the 
airport he is using, not to the to tal of both a irports.

Mr. Devine. I can anticipate a number of problems that  would 
arise.

Mr. F riedel. I wish to make one b rief announcement and I want 
to ask one question.

We will resume hear ings at 1:30 in room 1304, the Publ ic Works 
Committee room on this floor. And we will only be able to be there 
until 3:15. We have quite a few people to hear from. We are go
ing to try  to  finish this up  today. So I will ask all to be brief.

The one question I want to ask you is this, Mr. Halaby.
In your statement, you gave an  example.
We have had  situ ations ari se whe re the  ins tallatio n of parking meters costing 

approximately $7,000 would give us a potent ial ann ual  reven ue of $100,000. 
This  revenue was  lost.

Now, in all  my dealing with the c ity government—I don’t know how 
many d ifferent parking meter companies there are—but there  hasn’t 
been one tha t wouldn’t put them in without  any cost and take their 
money out of the revenue.

Mr. Halaby. You mean you would give a concession to  a  parking 
meter company.

Mr. F riedel. You would own the meters outright. But  you 
wouldn’t ge t one penny of revenue until  they are paid off. Then they 
are vours. That has been done in every city that  I know of. So 
somebody slipped up there.

Mr. Halaby. We have a legal problem with doing th at at W ashing
ton National. It  is a rather detailed one. If  I  may, I  will submit a 
para graph for  the record.



WASHINGTON, D.C., AIRPORTS 55

Mr. F riedel. I would like to have it.
Mr. J arm an.
Mr. J arman. Mr. Halaby, I  want to congratula te you on an excel

lent statement. I would have ju st one question to ask at this point in 
the hearing.

You mention in your statement that  the proposed Washington Air
ports Board  would necessitate a higher administrative overhead than 
the approach recommended by you, tha t is, the corporation.  You 
mention specifically, as an example, the salary of board members 
amounting to $100,500 per year.

Could you give the committee any kind of a comparative statement 
-of what the difference in administrative costs would be between the 
two approaches that  a re recommended in the various bill s? Any ad 
ditional information on tha t point would be, I think, helpful to all 
of us here.

Mr. Halaby. We will try to put something together on that,  Mr. 
Jarm an. The difficulty is that  it is very ha rd to predict the care and 
feeding of Presidentia l appointees. As you know, if  there were five 
men here appointed at some future date, they would then take control 
of the two airports. If  we said that each one of them would have his 
own staff, as some commissions and boards do, that  would add so 
much salary to the $100,500.

If  we said they trave led a lot, all over the  world, to see other a ir
ports, and how they were being operated, that would add to the travel 
budget.

If  they had a unique desire to have a very large  legal staff, then 
tha t would. And it is awfully hard to predict what five men on a 
board  or commission would decide were necessary expenditures.

We will attempt to put tha t together within some framework and 
present it for the record.

We know tha t the $100,500 is a clear additional amount. And I 
think C. Northcote Park inson may be a good source on this as to what 
happens when a commission is set up to replace a line operation.

But we will do the best w’e can.
Mr. J arman. Can you anticipate what additional costs there  will 

be for your Agency under the corporation approach ?
Mr. II alaby. We will give you an estimate of how much less it 

will cost; yes, sir.
Mr. J arman. Well, any information along tha t line would be 

helpful.
Mr. Halaby. All right , sir.
Mr. F riedel. I have a statement here from Dr. Garmatz and I  would 

like to have tha t inser ted at this  point in the record.
(The document referre d to follows:)

Statement of IIon. Edward A. Garmatz, a Representative in Congress 
From the State of Maryland

Mr. Chairman and  members of the  Subcommittee on T ran spo rta tion and Aero
nautics, two of my committees are meeting thi s morning, making it  impossible 
for me to tes tify  personally. Therefore I wish  to subm it this sta tem ent  in sup 
por t of the  h ills before  your committee to tran sfer  the responsibi lity for  th e op
eration  of Washin gton and Dulles Airpor ts from the  Admin istrator of the  Fed
eral  Aviation Agency to a Wash ington  A irpo rts Board.

When sim ilar leg isla tion  was before your comm ittee  las t year, I sta ted th at  
I did not believe it  would be possible  for  the  Federal  Aviation Agency to  per-
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form its official duties, and operate  as owners of National and Dulles Airport, 
in an impartial manner. At tha t time I mentioned tha t pressure was being 
brought to bear on the airlines to divert their  je t traffic from Friendship to 
Dulles. Figures made available since Dulles has been in operation have made 
it  clear t ha t that pressure has  borne results.

The airlines should be able to choose the airports they will use, based on the  
needs of the area  for the service, the economy of ai rline  and airp ort  operations 
and the safety aspects.

The fac t tha t passenger arr iva ls and departures at  Friendship  Airport in 
1961 increased 52 percent over 1960, and more than doubled the total in 1959, 
is a clear  indication tha t the business is available at the Baltimore Airport, if 
the lines will furnish the service.

Since the beginning of operations at Friendship  Airport, a capita l improve
ment program has been mainta ined by the Baltimore City Airpor t Board, and 
improvements are constantly being made to meet the expanding needs of the 
service, and to provide every possible safety featu re for the present  and fore
seeable future,  and i t is second to no ai rpor t in the conutry in this regard.

Because of the unusual and costly features included in the construction at 
Dulles and amortization of the debt within 25 years as required under the con
gressional authorization, the cost of the fees to airlines is necessarily greater. 
With the airlines already burdened by heavy operating expenses, it is difficult to 
see how they can economically shift  from Friendship to Dulles, and I do not be
lieve, tha t given a choice, without pressure  from Federal agencies, they would 
voluntarily do so.

In its first 3 months of operation, Dulles had received 40 percent  of jet  flights 
which had been using Friendship.  The total transfer  of flights to Dulles—jet 
and nonjet—for tha t period is 16 percent. At the beginning of this month the 
Briti sh Overseas Airways Corp, shifted their  entire operation to Dulles, giving 
as the ir reason, the fact tha t the FAA had pointed out clearly and emphatically 
tha t Dulles will be the official je t airp ort  for the National Capital. This isn’t 
even “subtle” pressure.

No Federa l agency should be in a position to coerce airlines to use one airport 
in preference to another. Therefore, I believe tha t the two ai rpor ts serving the 
Washington and northern Virginia areas  should be operated by an independent 
board, not a Federal regulatory agency, and I urge favorable action on the bills 
now under consideration, for t hat purpose.

Mr. F riedel. We w ill recess  un ti l 1 :30.
Mr . H alaby. May  I have my  assoc iates  re tu rn , Mr . Ch air ma n?
Mr. F riedel. We would like to have you here  in case something 

tu rn s up.
Mr. H alaby. All  r ig ht , si r. Tha nk  you.
(T he  fol low ing  supp lem en tal  sta tem ent  was rece ived  from Mr. 

H ala by :)

Supplemental Statement by IIon. N. E. Halaby, Administrator, Federal 
Aviation Agency

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I apprecia te this opportunity 
to comment on the  views expressed by the Comptroller General on H.R. 826, a 
bill to create a National Capital Airpor ts Corporation.

The Comptroller General’s analysis of this  bill as set forth  in his l etter to the 
committee of April 24, 1963, and earl ier communications relat ing to the incor
poration of the National Capital airpor ts, applies the standard of congressional 
control and finds that  a corporation would lessen tha t control without offering 
compensating advantages. I respect fully suggest tha t the standard  invoked 
misses the mark and tends to obscure the real issue. As I stated  in testimony 
before th is committee on March 19, the paramount issue before us is t hi s: How 
can the Federal Government best manage and operate the two multi-million- 
dollar ai rpor ts which serve our Nation’s Capital?

When the Hoover Commission recommended some 14 years ago tha t the Wash
ington National Airport be incorporated, they were not searching for a way to 
lessen congressional control over that airport’s operations. They were simply 
urging recognition of the fact  th at the Federal Government was there engaged in 
the conduct of a very substantial business activity—one which could be more 
efficiently conducted under a corporate form of management. I think it is-
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pq ua lly  sa fe  to  say  th a t a  r ed uct io n in  co ng re ss iona l co nt ro l w as  no t th e  objec tiv e 
of  th e  E is en ho w er  adm in is tr a ti on  in  it s  su pp ort  of  in co rp ora tion. C er ta in ly , it  
is no t th e  o bj ec tive  o f th is  adm in is tr a ti on , wh ich  ur ge d in  th e P re s id en t’s bu dg et  
mes sage  th e  es ta bl is hm en t of  a  F edera l co rp or at io n to  pr ov id e co ns ol id at ed  an d 
bus in es s- ty pe m an ag em en t of  th e  W as hin gto n N at io nal  and  D ulles  In te rn ati onal 
A irpo rt s.

To sp ea k of  “le ss en ing co ngre ss io nal  co nt ro l” su gg es ts  th a t th e  “r e a l” in te re st  
•of th e  Con gr es s an d th e “r e a l” in te re s t of th e ex ec ut iv e bra nch  in th es e tw o 
a ir p o rt s  is  some how di ff er en t.  I re je c t th is  im pl ic at io n.  As  a  mem be r of  th e  
ex ec ut iv e br an ch , I am  on ly  in te re st ed  in ca rr y in g  ou t to  th e  bes t of  my abil it y  
my  re sp onsi b il ity  fo r ass u ri ng  th a t th es e a ir p o rt s a re  opera te d  eff iciently  an d 
ef fecti ve ly , and  on  a se lf -s ust ain in g  ba sis . T his  is, of  co ur se . Co ng ress  m an 
d a te  to  me. In  th is  bi ll,  th ere fo re , we  a re  not  co nc erne d w ith  le ss en ing con
gr es si on al  co nt ro l. W e a re  co nc er ne d with  per fe ct in g th e  mec ha ni sm  th ro ug h 
w hi ch  th a t co nt ro l is  to  lie ex er ci se d an d,  a t th e sa m e tim e,  im pr ov in g th e 
m an ag em en t o f tw o larg e  a ir p o rt s .

In  th e  bi ll now be fo re  th is  co m m itt ee , th ere  a re  m an y co ntr o ls  be ing pr op os ed  
w hic h a re  no t now in  th e  s ta tu te s,  part ic u la rl y  th os e re la ti ng  to ra te s an d 
ch ar ges  an d co m pu ta tion  of  cap it a l in ve st m en t an d in te re s t pa ym en ts . O th er s 
a re  pr op os ed  whic h wou ld  be  in  lie u of  ex is ting  s ta tu to ry  lim itat io ns . Specifi 
ca lly,  I re fe r to  such  pro vi si on s a s  th os e de al in g w ith p ro pert y  ac qu is it io n an d 
di sp os iti on , ex pen diture  of  fu nds,  etc . The  fa ct is  th a t th ro ugh th e  Gov ernm en t 
C orp or at io n Con tro l Ac t, in  th e  bil l now  be fo re  th e  co mm itt ee , an d in th e annual 
re vi ew  by  th e A ppro pri at io ns Co mmittee s, th e  Con gres s can  es ta bli sh  any co n
tr o ls  de em ed  ne ce ss ar y.  F u rt h e r,  th e Con gres s can per io dic al ly  review  th e Cor 
po ra ti o n ’s pe rf or m an ce  w ith  re sp ec t to al l st a tu to ry  s ta n d a rd s  im posed .

On e fin al po in t I wou ld  m ak e w ith  re sp ec t to  co ng re ss io na l co nt ro l is  th is : 
f’nder  a co rp ora te  f or m  of  bu dg et  pre se nt at io n,  th e  Con gr es s will  ha ve  av ai la ble  
fo r us e in  it s deli bera ti ons a more re ve al in g p ic tu re  of th e  fin an cial  s ta tu s  of  
th e a ir po rt s an d th e fis ca l im pl ic at io ns  of  it s opera ti ng  po lic ies an d pr ac ti ce s.  
T his  kn ow led ge , i t  se em s to  me,  of fe rs fa r  g re a te r ass u ra nce  of ef fecti ve  co n
gr es sion al  co nt ro l.

I wo uld now  like  to  p ass  on  to th e mor e specific co mm en ts  co nt ai ne d in  th e  
■Comptrolle r G en er al ’s le t t e r :

1. B ud ge t an d ac co un ting  metho ds .— As to  th is , th e  Com pt ro ller  G en er al  
st a te d  t h a t : “T he  cl ai m  th a t a co rp or at io n,  or  fo r th a t m att e r an y ch an ge  in  
fin an cing  metho ds , is  nec es sa ry  to ac hi ev e im pr ov ed  bu dg et in g,  ac co un tin g,  and 
re port in g  is not consi st en t w ith th e cu rr en t co nc ep ts  which  un der li e continuin g 
ef fo rts to  b ri ng  about im pr ov em en ts  in  fina nc ia l m an ag em en t in th e F edera l 
G ov ernm en t.”  In  expandin g  on th is  st at em ent,  he  arg ues th a t cu rr en t ac co unt
ing sy stem s im pr ov em en ts  in th e Federa l G ov er nm en t per m it  th e  de sign  of 
bu dg et in g,  ac co un ting , an d fisc al re port in g  to  su it  th e in di vid ual  an d p a rt ic u 
la r ne ed s o f a ny  ac ti v it y  u nde r a ny  m etho d of  fin an cin g.

The  GAO co m m en t appar en tl y  in te rp re ts  th e  FA A po si tio n to  be  th a t in 
corp ora tion  is  th e onl y w ay  to  ac hi ev e im pr ov em en ts  in  bu dg et ing,  ac co unting  
an d fiscal  re port in g . T hi s is no t th e  ca se . C er ta in ly , im pr ov em en ts  ca n be 
att a in ed  under th e  p re se n t fo rm  of  org an iz at io n,  and  th e Agenc y has  a pro gra m  
of co nt in uo us ly  adopti ng  such  im pr ov em en ts  as th ey  a re  develop ed . The  pos i
tio n we ta ke  is si m pl y th a t it  wou ld  l>e e asi er fo r th e  Agency, th e  Pre si den t,  an d 
th e Con gress to  re vi ew  an d eval uate  th e  ef fe ct iv en es s of  a ir po rt  oper ati ons and  
m an ag em en t under a  co rp ora te  fo rm . W he n a  bu sine ss -typ e act iv ity  i s p re se n te d  
under  th e app ro p ri a ti on  sys tem , th e fo llo wing d iff icul tie s a r is e :

F ir st , un der  an  appro pri at io n  sy stem  th e ne ce ss ity  to  co nv er t from  cost s to  
ap pro pri a ti on  re quir em ents  is of te n co nf us in g be ca us e it  re quir es  co nv er si on  of 
th e  bu sine ss -typ e st a te m ent to an  obl ig at io nal  au th o ri ty  st at em en t.  T he re 
su lt  i s a m ix tu re  w hi ch  is no t ea si ly  defin ed  and  of te n m isun de rs to od . Se co nd ly , 
su m m ar y pre se n ta ti ons in bo th  th e P re si den t’s bu dg et  an d Ag ency ju st if ic a ti ons 
do  no t eq uat e re ceip ts  an d ap pro pri a ti on  ne ed s an d su ch  a re la ti onsh ip  is  of te n 
ov erl ooked.

W ith a c le a re r pre se nt at io n of  re ve nu es  and ex pe ns es , bo th  th e  C on gr es s an d 
th e adm in is tr a ti on  ca n disp el  th e  co nf us io n w hi ch  le ad s to  th e  charg e  th a t th e 
Gov er nm en t is  sp en di ng  ov er  .$12 mill ion anuall y  on  th es e a ir po rt s.  T h is  co n
fu sion  re su lt s from  th e fa il u re  of th e o rd in a ry  bu dg et  to  sh ow  th e  n e t out la y 
a ft e r ve ry  su b s ta n ti a l of fs et ting  re ve nu es  have  be en  rece ived .

2. Fisca l fl exib il it y .— As to  th is , th e C om pt ro ller  G en er al  agre es th a t th e 
Ag ency m ay  ne ed  fisc al flex ib il ity g re a te r th a n  th a t now po ss ib le  in  th e  no rm al
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bu dget  pr oc es s. He be lie ves th is  co uld be prov ided , ho wev er , by a per m an en tly avail ab le  e merge nc y fu nd  a nd  i m pr ov ed  p lann ing.
The  Agency re m ains  co nv inc ed  th a t  th e no rm al  ap pro pri a ti on  pr oc es s or  even  th e  su pp le m en ta l ap pr opri at io n  pr oc es s in hib it s tim el y re sp on se  to  re qu ir em en ts  fo r im prov ed  or  ex pa nd ed  se rv ice.  Such de m an ds  as  e x tr a  fli gh t sche dules , in tr oduct io n  of  la rg er  a ir c ra ft , or ev en  ch an ge s in  m ai nte nan ce  tech ni qu es  may  re qu ir e  ad dit io nal  ex pe ns es  by  th e  a ir p o rt  on  sh ort  no tic e. W ith  al l fees  go ing  to  th e T re as ur y, ev en  in cre ase s in  po wer  co ns um pt ion m ay  pla ce  a bu rd en  on  a ir p o rt  fu nd s th a t ca nn ot  be m et w it hou t th e el im in at io n of o th e r pr og ra med  ite ms.  T her e a re  ma ny  in st an ce s w here  min or  co ns truc tion  it em s fo r th e sa fe ty  or co nv en ienc e of  the tr av el in g  pub lic w er e de laye d fo r m an y m on th s unti l the appro pri a ti on  proc ess too k it s  co ur se . A fixed em erge nc y appro pri a ti on  wo uld  ce rt a in ly  lend  more fiscal  fl ex ib il ity th an  we now ha ve . S ta ndin g alo ne , howev er , i t  fa ll s f a r  s ho rt  o f m ee tin g al l m an ag em en t r eq ui re m en ts . W e ha ve  alway s co nc ed ed  th a t man y se para te  le g is la ti ve st ep s could  be  ta ken  to  rem ov e mo st o f th e im pe di m en ts  to th e oper at io n  of th es e a ir po rt s on a bu sine ss -typ e ba sis. Once th is  w er e don e, ho wev er , we  w ou ld  ha ve  so m ethi ng  clo se ly ak in  to  th is  bill  in  eve ry th in g bu t nam e.
3. F le x ib il it y  in  bu sin ess neg otiation s.— GAO sees  no  m eri t in  th e  Agenc y’s co nte nt io n th a t a co rp or at io n wou ld be  a bl e to  co nd uc t bu sine ss  neg otiat io ns with  o th er co m m er ci al  en ti ti es  on a mor e sa ti sf ac to ry  ba si s th an  is  p re se ntly  possible . T h is  c on te nt io n is ba sed pri nci pa lly on th e po in t th a t a co rp or at io n wo uld be able to  i ncr ea se  s er vi ce s im m ed ia te ly  in an ti c ip ati on  of  i nc re as ed  inc om e. Thi s is not no w po ss ib le  w ith  al l re ve nu es  be ing de po si ted in th e T re as ury . The y po in t out th a t m an y un in co rp or at ed  Fed er al  ag en ci es  now  de al  w ith  p ri va te  or ga ni za tion s and  a re  no t ha m pe re d in such  dea lings by la ck  of  co rp ora te  st a tu s.
We be lie ve  th a t th e GAO co m m en ts  miss th e main po in t we  w er e at te m pt in g to  mak e. C er ta in ly , if  th e fe es  ch arg ed  by th e a ir po rt s were fo r un ch an ging  fa c il it ie s o r se rv ice s, suf fic ien t au th o ri ty  d oe s e xi st  to  keep fees  in  line  w ith  c ost s. O ur po si tion  is  ba sed in th e simple pr em se  th a t if  incom e wer e avai la ble  to  ex pa nd  se rv ic e,  th e C or po ra tion  wou ld  be in a mu ch  bett er po si tion  to  re act to ch an ge s in  cu st om er  re qu ir em en ts  fo r ad dit io nal  spa ce , addit io nal  powe r, or  o th er im pr ov em en ts . Und er  th e ex is ti ng  syste m whe re  th e nec es sa ry  co sts  in volve d in m ajo r re no va tion  of sp ac e or ad di tion  of  e xp an de d fa cil it ie s mus t come from  appro pri a te d  fu nd s,  th ere  i s no  guara n te e  th a t th e  A gen cy ca n be res po ns ive to  cu st om er  de m an ds  on a tim ely bas is . Thi s ha s of te n led  to  loss  of  reve nu e by bo th  a ir p o rt  us er s an d th e F ed era l Gov ernm en t an d th us to  unsa ti sf ac to ry  bu sine ss  re la tions hi ps.  The  th ru s t of th e Ag ency’s ar gu m en t is  th a t th e ad dition al  fl ex ib il ity in her en t in  a co rp ora ti on  wo uld im prov e ou r re sp on sive ne ss  to cu stom er  de m an ds , wh ich  a re  no t ke ye d to  a bu dg et  cyc le, an d in cr ea se  ou r re ven ue s by geari ng  o ur  s ervice s to  c ust om er  ne ed s a t th e tim e thos e ne ed s ar ise.4. Pur po se  o f Gov er nm en t Cor po ra tion  Co ntro l Act .— The  GAO ta kes th e po sitio n th a t th e  G ov ernm en t C or po ra tion  C on trol  A ct w as  m ea nt  t o r e s tr ic t pr ev ious ly  in co rp ora te d ac ti v it ie s ra th e r th an  to  fa c il it a te  th e cr ea tion  of  new co rp or at io ns . F urt her,  th e  GAO  st ate s th a t on ly  a  fe w  new co rp or at io ns  ha ve  be en  ch ar te re d sin ce  th e en actm ent of  th e  G ove rn m en t Cor po ra tion  Co nt ro l Act  an d th a t a nu m be r of  ac ti v it ie s ha vi ng  chara c te ri st ic s si m ilar  to  ex is ting  co rp ora tions are  now  oper at in g  as  co nv en tio na l org an iz ati ons fin anced by re gula r ap pr op ra tion an d bu dget ar y  processes.

C er ta in ly  it  is tr u e  th a t one pur pose  of th e ac t was  to bri ng th en  ex is ting  co rpor at io ns  u nder  a n  o rd er ly  s ta tu to ry  um bre ll a.  Thi s is not t o sa y it  w as  i nt en de d to  pr oh ib it  cr ea tion  of  an y ne w co rp ora tions.  W e be lie ve  th a t th e  ac t cl ea rly  reco gn izes  th e  ad va nta ges  of  th e co rp ora te  or ga ni za tion  in  carr y in g  out ce rt ai n Fed er al  act iv it ie s.  Th e pr oo f of th is , of co urse , is  th e  fa c t that . Con gres s ha s cr ea te d and re ch art ere d  man y corp ora ti ons sin ce  en ac tm en t of  th e  Gov ernm en t Cor po ra tion  Con tro l Act .
5. Th e Com pt ro lle r Ge neral's  co m m en ts  on spe cif ic pr ov is ions  o f H .R . 826.—  In  hi s le tt e r,  th e  Co mpt ro lle r G en er al  qu es tion s se ve ra l spe cif ic pr ov is ions  in H.R.  826 an d I wo uld lik e to  c om men t br ie fly on th ese :
Se cti on  5 (a )  an d (b ) : Th e C om pt ro ller  G en eral  su gg es ts  a po ss ib le  confl ict  in  re quir in g  th e es ta bl ishm en t of  ra te s  “on a se lf -s us ta in in g basi s”  in  sec tio n o (a ) , and re quir in g  in  sect ion 5 (b ) th a t  su ch  ra te s be co nsi st en t w ith ra te s a t co m pa ra bl e a ir port s.  Th e re as on  giv en  is  th a t Dul les ca nnot  oper at e on a self - su st a in in g  ba si s,  in it ia lly  a t le as t, if  it s  ra te s a re  co mpa ra bl e.
We do no t be lie ve  th a t th er e is a nece ss ar y  conf lic t in th es e tw o sect ions . So fa r  as  we  kn ow  ra te s a t al l a ir p o rt s a re  in te nd ed  to  be on a se lf -s ust ai nin g ba sis. How ev er , th e re fe re nc e to  th e ca se  of  Dul les In te rn a ti ona l A ir port  ind i-
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cate s th e  Com pt ro ller  G en er al ’s ap p a re n t und er st an din g th a t th e a ir p o rt  is  to 
be  se lf -s ust ai n in g im med ia te ly . W e have co ns is te nt ly  in fo rm ed  th e  Co ngres s 
th a t th e  se lf -s ust ai n in g pr in ci pl e w as  val id  only ov er  a lon g pe riod  of  tim e an d 
th a t th ere  w ou ld  he de fic it ope ra tions  a t D ul le s du ring i ts  e ar ly  y ears  o f o pe ra tio n.  
As  yo u kn ow  th e st andard  of  com para b il it y  w as  one ad op te d by th is  co mmitt ee . 
We be lie ve  i t is  worka ble.

Se cti on  6 (5 ) (A ) an d (B ) : In  add it io n  to  th e re st ri c ti ons on cap it a l pr oj ec ts  
in  sect ion 11, th e  C om pt ro lle r be lie ve s Co ng ress  shou ld  si>ecific ally  ap pr ov e ite ms 
of  t h is  n a tu re  in  t he  a nnual  A ppro pri at io n  A ct.

We do  n o t be lie ve  t h a t th e  C om ptr oll er  ha s pr op er ly  in te rp re te d  th e  pr ov is ions  
of  se ct ion 11. W e co nst ru e th e se ct io n as  giving  th e Con gr es s fu ll  co nt ro l ov er 
cap it a l pro je cts  or new ty pe s of ac ti v it ie s.  Fu ll an d co mplete  dis cl os ur e in th e 
bu dg et  su bm ission  is  re qui re d fo r al l ca pit al  ex pen diture s or  new pr og ra m s 
in  ad van ce  of  be ginn ing su ch  pro je cts . Cer ta in ly , if  th e Con gr es s did not 
ap pr ov e of an y pr oje ct  li st ed  in  th e  annual bu dg et,  lim it at io ns wou ld be w ri tt en  
in to  t he  A pp ro pri at io n Act.

Se cti on  5 (6 ) (D ) : The  C om ptroll er  Gen eral  be lie ve s th a t th is  sect ion wo uld 
gi ve  co nc es si on ai re s an d te nan ts  a ve st ed  an d co nt in uin g i n te re st  in  th e im prov e
m en ts  m ad e by them  to  Gov ernm en t-o wne d pro pert y  which  wo uld ne ce ss ita te  
su bs eq en t ex pe nd iture s by th e  G ov er nm en t to  remov e su ch  ve st ed  in te re s ts ; an d 
perm it  su bst an ti a l ch an ge s to  be  m ad e to Gov ernm en t-o wne d pro per ty  w ithou t 
specific ap pr ov al  by th e Con gr es s,  th er eb y re du ci ng  co ng re ss io na l co nt ro l.

T he  p ri m ary  pu rp os e of  th is  pr ov is io n is  to  su bst an ti a ll y  in cr ea se  reve nu es  to  
th e Gov er nm en t by a tt ra c ti n g  p ri v a te  ca pit al  fo r su ch  it em s as ho te ls , han ga rs , 
and si m il ar bu sine ss  oper at io ns.  Otherwise,  al l cap it a l ven tu re s wo uld  ha ve  
to  be  in it ia ll y  fin anced by appro pri a ti ons an d th en  oper at ed  by co nc essio na ire s. 
W e be lie ve  th a t th is  wo uld in h ib it  a de si ra bl e gr ow th  of  in d u str ia l an d bu sine ss  
in ve st m en t a t th e  a ir p o rt  and  un ne ce ss ar ily in cr ea se  th e ne ed  fo r ap pro pri a
tion s.  P ru den t m an ag em en t re qui re s,  of co ur se , th a t al l su ch  contr ac tu al  
a rr angem ents  c on ta in  fe a tu re s  to  pr ot ec t th e  G ov er nm en t’s in te re st s an d pre ven t 
th e  ci rc um st an ce s en vi sa ge d by  th e Com pt ro lle r. I t  is  of  in te re st  to no te  th a t 
th e  D ep ar tm en t of  In te ri o r re ce ntly  ob ta ined  le gi sl at io n si m il ar to th is  sect ion 
ap pl ic ab le  to  co nc es sion ai re s in  nat io nal  pa rk s.  As yo u kn ow , we ha ve  reco m
m en de d se par at e le gi sl at io n to  ac compli sh  th is  ob ject iv e if  th e  co rp or at io n bil l 
sh ou ld  fa il  to be en ac te d.  T he ju st if ic at io ns fo r th es e bi lls  (I I. It . 3126 an d 3127) 
a re  se t fo rt h  a t leng th  in th e  le tt e rs  tr an sm it ti ng  t hem  to  th e  Co ngres s. E nac t
m en t of  II .R . 826 w ill  e li m in ate  t he  nee d to  c on side r th es e bi lls .

Se ct ion 6( 10 ) : The  C om ptroll er  Gen er al  reco m men ds  de le tio n of  th e  w or d 
“spe ci fic al ly” from  th is  se ct io n so th a t al l la w s ap plica bl e to Gov ernm en t co r
pora ti ons wo uld  g ov ern it s  o bl ig at io ns  and  ex pe nd itur es .

Con gress ha s incl ud ed  th e  wor d “sp ec ifi ca lly ” in th is  co nt ex t in pr ev io us  
co rp ora tion  le gi sl at io n on  se ver al  occasio ns . I ts  use  m ak es  cl ea r th a t m an y 
gen er al  st a tu te s ap pl ic ab le  to  Fed er al  ag en ci es  w ill  no t ap pl y to  co rp or at io n 
oper at io ns un less  so in d ic ate d  by th e Co ng res s. W e wou ld  fo re se e a g re a t de al  
of  dif ficulty an d co nf us io n in det er m in in g ap pl ic ab le  la w  if  th e wo rd w er e de 
le ted.  Many st a tu te s  by  th e ir  te rm s co uld be  const ru ed  to  be ap pl ic ab le  to  
co rp or at io ns . B ec au se  of  sp ec ia l pr ov is io ns  in  th e  en ab ling  le gi sl at io n of a 
co rp or at io n,  th ere  is a t le a s t an  im pl ied  ex ce pt ion to  m an y ot he rw is e ap pl ic ab le  
st a tu te s.  F or th is  re as on, w he re  Con gres s has w an te d  p a rt ic u la r la w s to  ap pl y 
to  co rp or at io ns  which , abse n t specif ic lang ua ge , m ig ht not ap ply,  th ey  ha ve  m ad e 
th e la w s spec ifi ca lly  ap pl ic ab le . Exa m pl es  of  th is  a re  th e Fed era l C orr up t 
P ra ct ic es  Act, th e  G ov er nm en t Lo sse s in  Shi pm en t Ac t, th e  W al sh -H ea ley Ac t, 
cert a in  se ct ions  of  th e  A dm in is tr a ti ve Exp en se s Ac t, th e  M ill er  Ac t, th e F edera l 
P ro pert y  a nd  A dm in is tr a ti ve  S ervi ce s A ct, and  m an y ot he rs .

Se cti on  10 (b ) : The  C om pt ro ller  G en er al  be lie ve s th a t th e ba si s fo r th e  co m pu 
ta ti on  of  in te re st  to  be  pa id  in to  th e T re asu ry  a s  pre sc ribe d by th is  se ct io n 
ap pe ar s to be  und ul y co mpl icated .

I t is ou r unders ta nd in g  th a t th is  sect ion of  H.R . 826 wou ld pr ov id e th a t in te r
es t ra te s ch ar ge d w ould  be  thos e cu rr en t a t th e tim e in ve st m en t is m ad e in  th e  
a ir port , th us ad ju s ti n g  to  T re asu ry  in te re st  ra te  fluct uat io ns fo r ea ch  in cr em en t 
of  in ve stm en t. T his  pu ts  th e  C orp or at io n in  a f a i r  co m pe ti tive  po si tion  w it h  
loca lly  ow ne d a ir p o rt s  which  fin an ce  bo nd ed  in de bt ed ne ss  fr om  tim e to  tim e.  
I t is  fu rt h e r our unders ta nd in g  t h a t th is  la ngu ag e is  sa ti sf ac to ry  t o th e T re asu ry  
D ep ar tm en t.

Secti on  10 (c ) : T he  Com pt ro lle r G en er al  be lie ve s th a t th is  pr ov is io n fo r 
cr ed it in g to  th e appro pri a ti on  ac co un t fu nds ex ce ss  to  cu rr en t ne ed s w ou ld  be 
a rb it ra ry  be ca us e of  th e  im po ss ib ili ty  of  d et erm in in g  w het her  ex ce ss  fu nds w ere
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gen er at ed  fr om  ap pr opr ia tions  or fr om  re ce ip ts  from  ope ra tion s.  Also , th a t it  
wou ld  te nd to  les sen co ng re ss io na l co nt ro l du e to th e fa c t th a t su ch  pa ym en ts  
wo uld be av ai la bl e to  th e C orp ora ti on  w ithout go ing th ro ugh th e  ap pro pri at io n  
proc es s.

The  C om pt ro ller  G en er al  has  m is co ns tr ue d th e pu rp os e of th is  sect ion.  I t  co n
ta in s st an d a rd  la ng ua ge  which  perm it s th e  Cor po ra tion  to  re tu rn  te m po ra ri ly  
ex cess fu nds to  th e C or po ra tion ’s ap pro pri at io n  ac co un t in th e  T re asu ry  whe re  
th ey  a re  he ld  fo r fu tu re  us e by  th e  Cor po ra tio n.  T his  ac tion  re du ce s th e Co r
pora ti on’s in te re st -b ea ri ng in vest m ent an d re du ce s th e T re asu ry ’s outs ta nd in g 
fu nd s.  No  pu rp os e wo uld be  se rv ed  by  se gr eg at in g th e ex ce ss  fu nds gen er at ed  
fr om  re ce ip ts  from  th os e de rive d fr om  ap pr op ri at io ns.  The  ab il it y  to  dra w  on 
th is  ap pro pri a ti on  as  re qui re d w ou ld  pr ec lu de  ad dit io nal  appro pri a ti ons an d 
pro te ct  th e  fina nc ia l in te g ri ty  of th e  Cor po ra tio n.  In  an y ev en t th e  Co ng res s 
wou ld  be  prov ided  w ith an  annua l revi ew  of  ba lanc es  an d re qu ir em en ts  fo r 
su ch  fu nds an d wo uld ha ve  th e opport unity  to  ta ke  an y app ro p ri a te  ac tion  to  
co ntr o l th e ir  level .

Se ct io n 10 (e ) : Th e C om pt ro ller  G en er al  be lie ve s th a t th e  pr ov is io n th a t ad 
va nc es  f ro m  ap pr op ri at io ns  to  c ov er  ac tu a l los ses  of  p ri o r years  s hall  no t re qu ir e 
th e pay m en t of  in te re st  is in co nsi st en t w ith  th e de cl ar ed  ob je ct iv e th a t th e Co r
pora ti on  sho ul d o pe ra te  on a  s el f- su st ain in g ba sis .

T his  su b je ct is a m att er fo r co ng re ss io na l policy . The  se ct io n is in te nd ed  to 
p re ven t de pl et io n of  C or po ra tion  ass e ts  in  t he  e ar ly  year s whe n de fic it op er at io ns  
a re  ex pe ct ed . A pp ro pr ia tio ns  to  co ve r su ch  de fic its  wo uld be  m ad e on ly in  ca ses 
whe n th e  cas h po si tio n of  th e C orp ora tion was  in  je op ar dy .

Se ct io n 13 : Th e Com pt ro lle r G en er al  su gg es ts  th a t th is  se ct io n w hi ch  prov ides  
fo r th e  u se  o f t he  C or po ra tion ’s a ir p o rt s  b y a ir c ra ft  o f th e  D epart m ent of  D efen se  
w ithout ch ar ge shou ld  be  am en de d to  au th ori ze  th e a ir po rt s to  ass es s ch ar ge s in 
th os e ca se s w he re  subst an ti a l us e is  m ad e of  th e a ir po rt  fac il it ie s.

The  A gency ha s no  o bj ec tio n to  se ct io n 13 a s w ri tt en  in  H .R . 826, no r wo uld we  
ob ject  t o la ng ua ge  ide nt ical  to  t h a t in  sect ion 11 (4 ) of  t he F edera l A irpo rt  Act as  
su gg es te d in  th e GAO co mmen ts.  U nde r se ct ion 13 as  w ri tt en  th e re  is di sc re tion  
to  l im it  m il it a ry  us e an d,  unde r se ct io n 5 (d ) th er e is  au th o ri ty  to  ch ar ge  fo r the 
us e of  f ac il it ie s on th e a ir port . Ther ef ore , in e it her ev en t, w e th in k  th e C or po ra 
tio n wou ld  ha ve  suf fic ien t a u th o ri ty  to  cop e w ith an y prob lem ari si ng  from  m il i
ta ry  us e.

Se ct io n 14 : Th e Com pt ro lle r G enera l be lie ve s th a t th is  se ct ion,  which  prov ides  
fo r th e fu rn is h in g  of spa ce  w it hou t ch ar ge to  c ert a in  G ov er nm en t ag en cie s, shou ld  
al so  be co ns id er ed  in  re la ti on  to th e  ope ra tion  of  th e C orp ora tion’s a ir po rt s on a 
se lf -s ust ai n in g bas is  an d th a t,  co ns eq ue nt ly , ch ar ge s shou ld  be  au th ori ze d as  th ey  
are  in  Pub lic La w 87-2 55, th e  1961 a c t am en di ng  th e Fed er al  A ir port  Act.

W e th in k  th e Com pt ro lle r has ov er lo ok ed  th e pr ov is io ns  of  se ct io n 5 (d ) of  th e 
bi ll.  T his  se ct ion au th or iz es  th e  Cor po ra tion  to  ch ar ge  F edera l ag encie s fo r 
spac e,  fa ci li ti es , an d se rv ices  pro vid ed  on th e ba si s of ac tu a l co st  to  th e Co r
pora tion . Se ct ion 5 (d ) ex ce pts  fr om  ch ar ge s th os e ac ti v it ie s spe cif ied  in  sec 
ti ons 13 and 14, which  are  la nd in g  an d take of f of m il it a ry  a ir c ra ft , a ir  tra ffic 
co nt ro l, w eath er re po rt in g,  and re la te d  co mm un icat ions  ac tiv it ie s.  W e be lieve  
th es e pr ov is io ns  a re  co nsi st en t w it h  th e co ng re ss iona l po lic y ex pr es se d in  Pu bl ic  
Law  87-255.

Se ct io n 17(a ) : Th e C om pt ro ller  Gen er al  no tes th a t th e Ag ency  pr es en tly  does 
not m ak e pa ym en ts  i n lie u of  t axes on re al  p ro per ty  own ed  by  th e  Go ve rnmen t.

I t  is  tr u e  th a t we  do no t p re se n tly  mak e su ch  pa ym en ts . W e be lieve , howe ver, 
th a t re s ti tu ti on  fo r loss  of  ta x  re ven ue in th e  ca se  of  th e  D ul le s In te rn ati onal 
A ir port  is eq ui ta bl e in  v iew  of  t h e  s ig ni fi ca nt  am ou nt s of  l an d co nd em ne d fo r a ir 
p o rt  co ns truc tion .
General .— Th e Com pt ro lle r G en er al  no tes th a t H.R.  826 do es  no t co nt ai n 

su ch  a pr ov is ion as  w as  co nta in ed  in  H.R.  7399, to  tr a n sfe r to  th e  Cor po ra tio n 
th e  un ex pe nd ed  ba lanc es  of  an y ap pro pri a ti ons mad e fo r th e  co ns truc tion , op er a
tio n,  and  m ai nt en an ce  of  th e  a ir p o rt s  to  be  tr an sf e rr ed  to  th e  Cor po ra tio n.

As  th e  co mmitt ee  know s, th is  pr ov is io n w as  om in it ted fr om  H.R . 826 on th e 
basi s th a t it  mig ht  giv e ri se  to  a  poin t of  o rd er sinc e it  dea lt  w ith  ap pro pri at io n 
m att e rs . W e bel ieve it  is  unnec es sa ry  in an y ev en t sin ce  th ere  is  st an di ng au
th o ri ty  in 31 U.S.C. 581c au th ori z in g  th e P re si den t to  tr a n sfe r un ex pe nd ed  bal 
an ce s w he ne ve r fun ct io ns  fo r w hi ch  t he appro pri at io ns wer e m ad e are  tr ansf err ed .

In  clo sin g. I wo uld  lik e to  su m m ar iz e my  po si tio n on th e  is su es  ra is ed  by th e 
C om pt ro ll er  Gen era l. F ir s t of  al l,  our on ly in te re st  in  cre a ti ng  a co rp or at io n to  
o p e ra te  th e  tw o W as hi ng to n a ir p o rt s  is a m an ag eri al  one . I am  no t one  wh o
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believes tha t executing the laws in the manner prescribed by the Congress is 
an onerous burden from which relie f must be sought. Therefore, what we are 
seeking is not relief from sta tutory  control but rath er the creation  of a new 
statu tory  framework more responsive to the operating needs of these airports. 
Admittedly, this is a change in the form of congressional control. It  does not 
necessarily follow from this that congressional control will be lessened.

Secondly, I would again admit for the record th at these airports  can continue 
to be operated under existing laws. I would also admit that the  present operation 
could be improved with certain piecemeal amendments as proposed by the Comp
trolle r General. Nonetheless, I remain convinced tha t a corpora te organization 
is essential if we want to create tha t environment which will permit the most 
efficient and effective operation of these ai rports. This is the real question be
fore the committee.

That  the committee takes most seriously the management of the National 
Capitol airpor ts has been demonstrated by the careful  way in which it has con
sidered each issue raised by the corporation bill. I hope tha t with the comple
tion of these hearings the committee will be in a position to take favorable action 
on H.R. 826 and tha t we can get on with the management task  before us. If I 
can provide any further  in formation to hasten this objective, I shall be happy to 
do so.

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m. the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
1:30 pm. the same day.)

AFT ER NO ON  SE SS IO N

Mr. Friedel. The Subcommittee on Transpor tation and Aeronau
tics of the In ters tate  and Foreign Commerce Commission will continue 
the hearings on H.R. 826,2081,3328, and 3406.

Our first witness will be Leo Seybold, vice president, Federal af 
fairs, A ir Transport Association.

Mr. Seybold, you may proceed.

STATEM ENT OF LEO SEYBOLD, VIC E PR ES IDEN T, AIR  TRA NSP ORT 
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Seybold. Tha nk you, Mr. Chairman.
I  am appea ring on behalf of those of our member airlines who 

operate into Washington National and Dulles Internat ional  A irpor ts.
Since we have previously testified extensively and commented in 

writing on these bills before the subcommittee, we will not prolong 
the hearings by a detailed discussion of the carrie rs’ views on the 
bills.

However, some general comments about the issues and specific 
discussions concerning certain important amendments seem in order.

Under H.R. 826, the National Capital Airp orts  Corporation would 
be established to take  the place of the Bureau of National Cap ital  
Airpor ts in running Washington National Airp ort and Dulles In te r
national Airport .

While the operat ion would presumably be carried on by essentia lly 
the same personnel, the legal fiction of establishing a Government 
corporation  would permit direction of the airpo rts with considerably 
greater freedom from certain restraints  of Congress and others.

Thus, it has been indicated in FAA  testimony tha t the  Federal 
Aviation Agency, through the corpora te form, could manage  the 
revenues and expenses from the airports  more efficiently so as to re
spond swiftly to changing circumstances and eliminate the inadequa
cies which FAA feels have constituted serious hazards  to safe ty and
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interfered with efficient operations caused by the normal budget 
processes.

The hestitancy of the carriers with respect to the Corporation stems 
in par t from their  uncertainty about the effect which the so-called 
Corporat ion would have on the  present somewhat anomalous situa
tion with respect to these two airports.

On the other hand, we have the Washington National Airport, an 
established, high-traffic, efficient airport which has admit tedly more 
than paid its way for a good many veal’s.

On the  other hand, we have Dulles Airport a national asset and an 
international showcase, a high-cost, presently low traffic facility, a 
1975 ai rpo rt in 1963.

It  is an  airport of which the Nation can be proud, but containing 
new and expensive features which, at  least at this time, no one can say 
with certa inty, will ever be able to pay the ir own way.

When the Dulles Airpor t was under development, everyone recog
nized the opportuniy  available to the Government to make it an out
stand ing airpo rt with a terminal building which would become one 
of the unusual attract ions of the Nation’s Capital. It was to be the 
doorway to Washington for visitors from all over the world.

It might also be said that there  was an opportunity  to demonstrate 
what could be done in the way of constructing a highly efficient, func
tional terminal at the lowest possible cost. Possibly an effort was 
made to try to combine efficiency with uniqueness and beauty of 
design.

Certa inly Architect Saarinen  achieved a masterpiece of unusual and 
attractive  design in the Dulles terminal. It is truly  a national monu
ment to be proud of. Its  tremendous attract ion to visitors bespeaks 
the success with which the objective was achieved.

But no one would contend that it was low cost or t ha t the costs of 
achieving the str iking new design were equal to those of a more strictly 
functional structure.

As citizens we are proud o f the terminal and expect to pay for our 
share of its national monument aspects.

As carrie rs we feel we and the other tenants should pay for the com
mercially used and usable features of the building.

Last year, the committee wisely recognized the tremendous distinc
tion between these two a irpo rts and provided that they be treated as 
separate entities.

On the other hand, it is quite obvious, and the bill contemplates, 
that  the Agency will, i f the Corporation is established, treat the two 
airpor ts, for all practical purposes, as one entity in the management 
of thei r funds.

Taking these airpor ts out from under the annual appropria tion con
trol of Congress will, it has been contended, make it easier for the 
management to do the things it wants to do in the operation and man
agement of the airports. It  also means tha t they will be somewhat 
removed from the close supervision which Congress has been able to 
exercise over them under present procedures.

For these reasons, the carr iers are concerned th at,  if a corporation 
is established, the basic legislat ion should provide adequate guidelines 
for  the handling of this anomalous situation—the well-established, 
busy, profitmaking airp ort on the one hand and the high-cost, brand- 
new, national monument a irpo rt which is just g etting into operation.
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Th e c arrie rs h ave  every  reason  to  be lieve th at , so lon g a s t he pre sen t 
Adm in is trator  and his  Dire ctor  of the Bu rea u of  Na tio na l Ca pi tal  
A irpo rt s hold th ei r pr esen t pos itions, the  cons tru cti ve  and  reasoned  
ap proa ch  they have shown to mu tua l pro blems  will continue.

Such items as th e access road , m onumental excess dev elopment  costs, 
and rel ate d fac tor s wh ich  it has  been general ly agree d should  be ex
cluded  from the  capit al inv estment base fo r ra temak ing purposes, will  
continue to be so recog nize d.

How ever, i t is pro posed  that  th is c orpo ratio n be a pe rpetua l one, and  
manag ement s wi ll ch ang e over  the years.

Th ere fore,  it seems desir ab le th at , so fa r as feasib le, the  guidel ines 
fo r the  conduct of the pro posed  c orp orati on , if it is to be esta blis hed , 
sho uld  be rea list ic a nd  fr ee  of  uncerta int y.

There for e, we f eel th at  certa in amend ments  to  th e corpo rat ion  pr o
pos al a re hig hly  advisabl e.

Th e first two o f thes e hav e to do wi th  the  access roa d and the  show 
case f eat ure s of th e ai rp or t.

RATES, CHARGES, AND CAPITAL- INVESTMENT

Sec tion  5 esta blis hes  a  gene ral  poli cy th at , un de r certa in guidel ines , 
the opera tion of any ai rp ort  under the  co rporati on  sha ll be on a self - 
su sta ining  business e nterpr ise basis to th e maxim um  ex tent  practicab le.

In  the  de term inati on  of  rat es  and  charg es at  each  ai rp or t, the  cor 
porat ion  is d irecte d to  g ive  due con sidera tion, am ong oth er th ing s, to 
the amoun t of  ca pit al inv estment in the  ai rp or t, excludin g item s not 
normally a ttr ibut ab le  to  the local s ponso rs' s hare.

Whil e it  ge ne ral ly  has been acknow ledg ed th at  such items as the  
cost of  the  access road , the  con trol  tow er, unusu al develop men t costs, 
etc., shou ld be om itted  fro m the  base on which ra tes and cha rges are  
calculated, these  item s of  cap ita l cost  are  not  exc lude d in the  presen t 
dr af t.

We  believe th is  se ction of the  act sho uld  recognize those fac tors.
In  connect ion wi th the access road , it  is conte mp lated and pro vis ion  

is made in the bi ll (sec. 7) fo r tran sf er  of all  or  any par t of  it  to  a 
Fe de ral  agency  o r an  agency of the  St ate of  V irg in ia .

How ever , there have  been ce rta in  difficulties in the  way of iro ni ng  
ou t th is t rans fe r.

Pe nd ing the iron in g out of such difficulties,  the  co rpo rat ion  bill 
should spec ifica lly exc lude thi s cost  from the ca pi ta l investment fo r 
ra te  purposes.

The  ter mina l bu ild in g is ou tst an ding  but somewhat expensive fo r 
the am oun t of space i t contains.

Whil e no one ha s pu t a figure  on the  cost of  t he ou tst an ding  na tu re  
of  th e arch ite ctu re , it mus t be recognize d th at  such  a cost exis ts.

There for e, the  ca rr ie rs  feel t ha t, if  Cong ress  dec ides th at  a co rpor ate 
org aniza tion i s be tter  tha n the pre sen t operat ion , these  unusual features  
should be specifically  excluded.

The  fo llowing  ame ndme nts  would accomplish  th is  objec tive  :
Page  3, line 21, st rike  ‘‘the  ai rp or t conce rne d” and insert  in lieu 

the reo f—
the faci lities  and functio ns at  the air po rt concerned (exclu ding those  fac ilit ies  
and funct ions provided f or  purposes other tha n or in excess  of, the  needs  of com
mercial  users of such a irpo rt ) —
an do n page 1 2, line 10 ,st rik e (1) and (2 ).
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Pag© 4, line 21, change the period to  semicolon and insert—
and, (3) in the case of the ai rp or t constructed und er the  act  enti tled  “an act 
to author ize  the cons truct ion, protec tion,  operation  and  maintenance  of a 
public a irp or t in or in the vicinity  of  the  D istr ict  of Columbia ,” approved Septem
ber 7,1950 (D.C. Code, secs. 7-1401 to  7-1412, inclus ive) the cost sha ll not include 
the  amount  att ributable  to any air po rt access road  not loca ted on the airp ort.

ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES

We have previously stated tha t there should be a provision in the 
bill for  arb itration of disputes between the proposed corporation and 
the users.

We cited instances where other Federal corporations voluntarily 
subjected themselves to arbitration.

Such a proceeding involving  Goverment corporations, we pointed 
out, is not new.

FA A’s reaction was tha t it  would be beneath the dignity of the 
sovereignty of the United State s to subjetc itself to a rbitra tion.

We have some difficulty in understanding the FAA  contention. In 
the first place, a provision for  arbitrat ion, the purpose of which is to 
avoid a multiplici ty of judicia l proceedings, fur thers the interests of 
the public in the orderly transac tion of the Government’s business.

Certainly  th is is to be prefe rred  to burdening the courts to settle a 
disnute  as to whether the statutory standards have been adhered to,

In  the second place, most Federa l corporations have been em
powered by Congress with the  capacity to sue and be sued in their 
own names.

-This power has been exercised many times in the past. Such a 
provision is included in this bill (sec. 6(3 )).

A provision for arbitra tion  of disputes, being of  less dignity than 
the abili ty to sue and be sued, should be encouraged rather than 
scorned.

But perhaps  more important than  this is the fact that  i t has been 
strongly contended tha t the purpose of the  corporation is to establish 
itself on a businesslike basis so tha t it can function as a business 
enterprise.

Fo r example, one of the arguments is tha t as a body corporate, a 
Government corporation has a separate legal personality distinct from 
tha t of the United States.

We find it  difficult to understand how it can be contended that one 
of the advantages of the proposed Corporation is to permit  it to 
operate as a corporate enti ty and yet draw the cloak of Government 
immunity  around itself for purposes of objecting to arbitration.

It  seems wholly inconsistent to provide the proposed Corporation 
with powers of suability, on the one hand, and limits  its ability to 
settle disputes outside the courtroom, on the other.

Neither the interest of the public, the airlines, n or the Corporation 
itself would be well served by encouraging resort to our already 
overcrowded judicial system for  the final de terminat ion of disagree
ments -when the Federal Arb itra tion  Act provides for  a convenient, 
satisfactory  and speedier alternate forum.

Fo r these reasons, recourse to arbit ration should be specifically 
provided  for. The following amendment is recommended to accomp
lish tha t purp ose:
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Page 3, line  12, afte r the period, inser t “In the event of the failure 
of the Corporation, and any airport user to agree tha t a proposed 
rate  or charge for space, facilities or services at the ai rpor t is consistent 
with the provisions of this act, the  disagreement shall be subject to 
arbi tration pursuant to provisions of the Federal Arb itrat ion Act.”

ADVISORY BOARD

H.R. 826, the bill before you, contains a change on page 10, line 10 
(sec. 9( b) ),  from the origina l draft .

Originally,  it was contemplated tha t the Advisory Board  could 
meet ei ther at the call of the Adm inist rator o r the  manager or on its 
own call.

H.R. 826 now provides th at  it  may meet only at the call of the 
Administ rator or the manager, a provision which seems to relegate 
the admit tedly powerless Board  to a further  position o f subserviency 
to the Admin istrator or the manager.

It  is suggested tha t the Board be permi tted to meet on the call of 
any two of it s members, as well as at the call of the A dmin istra tor or 
manager.

To accomplish this, the following  amendments are suggested:
On page 10, lines 10 and  11: Line 10, strike “only”, and line 11, 

af ter  “manager”, insert “or  at the request of any two members of the 
Advisory  Board.”

IN TE RE ST  CHARGES

Section 10, which provides for the establishment of a National 
Capi tal Airpor t Fund, contains terms for payment to the Treasury 
of interest  on congressional appropriations to the fund  and for in
terest on the capital investment.

It  has been widely acknowledged tha t it will be a considerable 
number of years, because of the ligh t volume of traffic at Dulles In 
ternational  Airp ort,  before revenues from rates and charges equal 
operations  costs, let alone pay for interest on capi tal items.

The bill presently recognizes this, but provides  for it in a manner 
which would be unnecessarily cumbersome and time consuming.

Even though this  situat ion may exist for a number of years, the 
bill provides, in section 10(d) (p. 14, line 3), tha t the anticipated 
insufficiency of receipts shall lie met each year  by Congress by spe
cifically providing for  waiver or deferral of the interest in whole 
or in part.

A more satis facto ry way of meeting this  situation would be by 
waiver of the interest  during the init ial period.

The following amendment is recommended to accomplish th is :
Page 14, line 8, strike the period and ins er t:
Provided; T hat  in tere st on that portion of the Fund assignable to the airport 

constructed under the  Act entitled “an Act to author ize the construction, pro
tection, operation and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of 
the Distric t of Columbia” approved September 7, 1960 (District of Columbia 
Code, secs. 7-1401 to 7-1412, inclusive), is hereby waived until such time as the 
revenues generated at  tha t airport exceed the maintenance and operating costs 
of the airport.

There are other questions in the minds of the carriers concerning  
the Corporat ion.
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However, the above points are regarded as the most important to 
clar ify policy guidelines, insure fai r and reasonable charges, and 
establish a sound basis for realist ic functioning of the proposed Cor
poration.

The other  bills, H.R. 2081, H.R.  3328, and H.R. 3406, are identical, 
and would set up an independent Washington Airp orts  Board of 
five full-time salaried members to run the two airports.

There is some uncerta inty on the part of the carriers about the 
manner in which such a board  would operate, the effect of such a 
tran sfe r on the efficiency of the airport operations and on airline 
operations, and the scope and limitations of the financial and opera
tional au thority of the Board.

The carriers have some doubt about the advisability of establish
ing another Government agency and turning the airports  over to it to 
operate.

Please be assured of the desire of the carriers  to be helpful to 
the committee in any possible way on these matters.

Mr. F riedel. Thank  you, Mr. Seybold.
I notice one thing  all through your statement—tha t you use the 

words “national monument aspects”—speaking of the Dulles Field 
as a national monument.

I agree with you.
Wh at is the feeling of the Ai r Transport Association with regard 

to a corporation  independent of the FAA, with your amendments?
Mr. Seybold. Mr. Chairman, we have always felt tha t there were 

three possible alternatives here.
One was the kind of  corporation  which the admin istration is spon

soring, one was the kind tha t you are speaking of, independent of 
FAA , and the other would be an amendment to the acts under which 
the airpor ts are presently functioning, which would clarify these prob
lem areas that  have perhaps  given rise in part  to this request for a 
corporation—in other words, the problem of the lease term at the 
Washing ton National Airp ort,  the ability to construct facilities for 
a concessionnaire and charge him for it, the problem of having funds 
to meet unforeseen emergencies, which could be met perhaps bv a re
volving fund specifically earmarked for that purpose.

So that  we have some concern about either the corporation  or the 
board and we have always fel t there was a fur ther  possibility, and 
that would be to improve the present  law so that the administra tion 
could accomplish—could clar ify those problems which it feels have 
given it a problem in the management of the airpor t.

Mr. F riedel. H.R. 2081 does not create a corpora tion—it is an 
independent board with five members.

I imagine they would take into consideration there has been a big 
outlay of money that should not be charged to the cost of  operation 
of the  airport.

But they would not be under the jurisdiction of the Administrator. 
They would be separate and distin ct from him.

That  is the point where T think we have to make a distinction. Be
cause as long as the A dmin istra tor has his work cut out for him, for 
safety at all airpor ts in the Un ited States—he should not be bothered 
about being a concessionnaire or rental agent or anything  of that type.

Whether he delegates it to someone else, he still has his finger in 
the pie according to the bill H.R. 826.
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Tha t is the point I  have been tryin g to make.
I don't care whether it is a corporation, or an independent hoard. 

But I  want to separate the FAA from  airport operations.
Mr. Seybold. Well, your proposal to set up a separate, independent 

agency does give us some concern also, because of adding to the 
governmental  structure another agency which regulates the air in
dustry.

Certainly it would be possible to combine the two, as you have 
suggested.

But, as I  say, we feel tha t there is a possible th ird  a lternative, and 
tha t would be to clarify  these restrictions in the present law which 
inhibi t the functioning' of the airp ort in the way tha t management 
thinks it should be run.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Hemphill.
Mr. H emphill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am sorry 1 missed part  of your testimony, but I was delayed.
I am sure you don’t object to any ambition of the F edera l Aviation 

Agency to put  the operation of Dulles or any other airport under its 
immediate control on a businesslike basis.

Mr. Seybold. We certainly do not, Mr. Hemphill.
And we agree with the statement that  was cited ea rlier  in the hear

ings this morning from the Administra tor's report  of last year, the 
annual report, in which it was stated that  the operation of the Wash
ington National Airpor t has been run on a businesslike basis during  
the last year.

Mr. H emphill. I am also sure that you won’t—at least I hope you 
would not object to having a more efficient manner for making deci
sions, would you?

Mr. Seybold. Well, I don’t know whether the Corporation would 
make the gentlemen runn ing the airport any more efficient than they 
are, but I would not object to it.

We feel they have been doing a good job.
Mr. Hemphill. Are you saying what the FAA proposes will or 

will not help? Will  i t help or won’t i t help in the operation of these 
airports? That  is the question here.

Mr. Seybold. Let me say this, Mr. Hemphill.
The carriers have not experienced the problems with the present law 

and the management of the a irpor t that the management seems to have 
experienced. We have lieen unaware of these problems.

Mr. H emphill. If  you are unaware, why are you objecting to the 
FAA in its effort to improve its own adm inistrat ion, if  this is an effort ?

If the carriers have not felt any result from it, and have not known 
of it, why are you coming up here in opposition to it ?

Mr. Seybold. Let me say I don't believe we have testified in 
opposition.

We have suggested some amendments to the Corporation bill which 
we feel would lie realistic, and put  it on a more reasonable basis.

And we have suggested tha t there may be another a lternative to the 
Corporation.

We are not opposing the Corporation, not actively opposing the 
Corporation.

Mr. II empiiill. Do the car riers feel tha t this proposed Corpo ration  
would increase their cost of operation in any way ?

Mr. Seybold. Possibly. We don’t know.
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Mr. Hemphill. In  what way ?
Mr. Seybold. I think it is possible—we do not know how—but I 

thin k it  is possible if you remove this operation one fur the r step away 
from the examination which the Approp riations Committee is pres
ently able to exercise over it in detail, tha t it may be easier to build 
in inefficiencies, yes.

Mr. Hemphill. Well, anything is possible.
If  you had said something was probable, I  th ink you would have a 

case.
If  you had not p ut your crutch  in the Appropriations Committee, 

which you apparently hope to do now, and gave me some sound rea
soning, I would be more inclined to give more credence to your 
reasoning.

But  i t appears to me tha t the Administra tor is making an effort to 
improve his own administration .

While it is set up as a separate corporation, nevertheless it is still 
going to  be the responsibility of the Federal Aviation Adminis trator, 
it is st ill going to be under the control of the Congress, because it is 
under  the Federal Aviation Administ ration.

And unless you have some reason to say that you can point out here 
tha t it will not do the th ings  the A dministrator says he hopes i t will 
do, i t appears  to me in the interests of aviation you would go along 
with it.

Mr. Seybold. I didn’t say that it won’t accomplish the things that  
he hopes.

Wh at I  tried to do was por tray  the situation which the carriers 
find themselves in, where we have one airport tha t is a very busy, 
efficient, high traffic airport, admittedly paying its own way, and 
then some.

And another airport which is brand new, which everyone recog
nizes will take a substantial number of years to develop the traffic 
to put  it on a paying basis.

And I  would suggest tha t it  is probably the uncertaint ies of those 
two somewhat incongrous s ituations tha t make us a littl e concerned 
about the Corporation.

Mr. H emphill. Perhaps I  misjudge your testimony. I am sorry.
I see on page 3 here you talk about the  nationa l monument aspects.

As ca rri ers we feel we shou ld pay  for  the commercially used aud usable 
fea tur es of the  building.

Are you infer ring  there if  this  plan is carried out, you will pay 
more or less than you should pay for the commercially used and 
useful features  of the building ?

Mr. Seybold. We make tha t statement in re lation to the desirability 
of clar ifying the elements of the national monument aspect of this 
airport, and suggesting that they should be writt en—that those 
which are over and above the normal features of an airp ort should 
perhaps  be excluded in the standards  th at are established by Congress 
in setting up this Corporation, so tha t it will be clearly understood 
tha t those excess costs a re not expected to be recovered from the car
riers and the other commercial users.

Mr. H emphill. Well, I  did n’t hear any proposition tha t they ex
pected to recover any excess costs from the carriers.

Maybe I didn’t understand  the testimony correctly.
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Mr. Seybold. No. And as I  pointed out fur ther in our testimony, 
if the present Administra tor and the present Director of the Bureau 
of National Capital Airports  were to continue in  perpetuity  in their 
positions the treatment which they have shown us so far , and have 
recognized those unusual aspects, and have excluded them in arriv ing 
at the costs which have been negotiated, then we would have no 
concern.

But this  will be a  perpe tual Corporation. And the management 
of i t will change. And we would  like to have the standards as specific 
as possible established by Congress, so that it is understood tha t the 
access road, or the unusual features of the design of the terminal, or 
things o f tha t sort, are not to be included in the base from which our 
costs are calculated.

Mr. Hemphill. If  the Congress spelled out in this bill tha t that  
was the purpose of Congress, to charge for the commercially used 
and useful features of the building—won’t that sati sfy you ?

Mr. Seybold. We would feel much better about it.
Mr. H emphill. You say tha t is what you want. That won’t satisfy 

you?
Mr. Seybold. Well, we might still have some concern. But we 

would feel an awful lot bet ter about it.
Mr. Hemphill. I will tell you the reason for my question and the 

reason for mv concern.
Congress is called upon year afte r year to authorize and appro

pria te money for airports. It  is called upon year  aft er year to sup
por t vast, and I think,  very efficient organizations—the Federal Avia
tion Adminis tration and the Civil Aeronautics Board—for the  benefit 
of the public, and use o f public money, but it is also for the benefit 
of the a ir carriers, who are subsidized to that extent.

Now, we have a proposit ion in which a gentleman—I haven’t heard 
anybody say he hasn’t done a good job—I think Halaby  has done a 
wonderful job—he is proposing  this, saying his ambition is to put  it 
on a better businesslike basis, which every free enterpr ise advocate 
in America hollers and cries about, the  chambers of commerce.

And we are try ing  to accomplish that. And you people are ge tting 
the benefits.

And you come up here, without giving an alterna tive proposition, 
opposing it and saying there are possibilities that  might take place.

As a Member of Congress, I just think your responsibility is greater 
than  that, and I am sure  some of your people must feel that way.

I t concerns me.
If  Halaby wasn’t doing a good job, if he did n’t say he was going to 

put  it on a businesslike basis, do what  the Congress said, make it pay 
within 30 years, I might say, well, let’s not consider this.

But then you come up and say possibilities—it concerns me. Eve ry
thing is possible.

We used to have a saying in the Air  Forc e: “The difficult we do 
now, the impossible takes a little longer.”

But I think if the present integ rity and efficiency of the Adminis
tra tor  continues and it will, you will have an opportunity to present 
your views at  a later date and the Congress is going to sit right, he re 
and watch the progress  of this new approach.

I thank you for  your patience with my questioning and my sta te
ment.
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Tha nk  you, Mr. C ha irm an .
Mr . F riedel. Mr . Devine.
Mr . Devine. Mr.  Seybold , does yo ur  organiza tio n have  any  in 

form ati on  of any  kind  wha tsoe ver  indica tin g pre ssu re on the  pa rt  of  
th e Federal  A viati on  Agen cy for c ar rie rs  to move from Fr iend sh ip  to 
Dulles ?

Mr . Seybold. None  th a t I  am aware  of in any way.
I  th ink th at  we have  to—we have  a decision here . The  c arrie rs  a re 

involved in it, Ba ltimor e is invo lved in it, the Congres s is involve d 
in it, and  the  Fe de ra l Gov ernmen t is involved in it.

I  know of no pressure  t hat the  F A A  A dm in ist ra to r, or  t he Agency 
ha s p ut  on the  car rie rs.

Mr . Devine . Dire ct ly  o r ind irectly ?
Mr. Seybold. W ell , if  you are ma kin g refere nce to the  sta tem ent 

th at the  chairman cit ed  th at  a llegedly was  m ade  by the  Ad minist ra tor, 
I  do n't  know w hethe r he  made it o r not.

I  gathe r (ha t he did.
But  the  fact  is in so fa r as any pre ssure as such , the  ca rriers  hav e 

no t been forc ed in any way th at  1 know of  to  move  from Fr iend sh ip  
to  Dulles.

Mr . F riedel. W ill  the gen tlem an yie ld?
Are  you fa m ili ar  with  the  let ter  wr itten  by th e Chief  Counsel of 

the FA A—or the  C AB— I am not too sure now—to  one of ou r prom 
inen t airl ines, te lli ng  th em  th at  they could not use Fr iend sh ip  to  s erv 
ice Wash ing ton  ?

Mr. Seybold. I belie ve you are  re fe rr in g to some actions  by th e 
CA B.

I  am not famili ar  wi th  every thi ng  th at  the CA B has  done. But  
it  is my im pression  t ha t they have tak en the posi tion that  an a ir  ca rr ie r 
th a t is cert ificated to Ba ltimo re will have  to serve th roug h Fri en d
sh ip,  and if  the y are  cer tif ica ted  to Wash ing ton , th ey  will have to se rve 
th ro ug h eit he r W ashing ton Na tional or  Dulles.

Bu t, of  course , any  ca rr ie r is going  to go where  business pru den ce 
dir ec ts it to  go.

And  by th at  I  mea n where the  t raffic is—considering oth er factors 
as well, inc lud ing  costs .

Th e ca rri ers will  have  lots  of service at  Ba ltimore if  t her e is traffic 
the re.

An d I  admi t you cannot have traffic witho ut a lot of service. Bu t 
tho se thin gs  go alo ng  tog eth er .

You  don’t have  a mag ni tude  of one w ith ou t a com mensurate  pro po r
tio n of  a nother .

I believe th at  Ba lti mor e traffic will  con tinue to develop.
I t  may  be th at  the Bo ard has  to ld  the  ca rr ie rs  th at  they cannot 

serve Baltim ore—th at  is, serve W ash ing ton  t hr ou gh  Baltim ore  a lone.
I am not famili ar  wi th the  actio ns of  the  Bo ard.
But  I th ink the ca rr ie rs  will con tinu e to rend er  service to these 

are as  th rou gh  a ll three ai rpor ts.
Mr.  D evine. The t hin g I  am tryi ng  to tie  do wn,  Mr . Seybold —I am 

sure you were prese nt at  the hearings last  year,  as you are  t hi s yea r.
Th ere are all typ es of  infe rences and  inn uen doe s and suggest ions , 

none of which  are  su pp or ted ap pa rent ly  by fa ct  or  specific cases, in 
di ca tin g perha ps  indi rect  influence on some of  the ca rri ers to change  
th ei r operations fro m Fr iend sh ip  to  Du lles I nterna tio na l.
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Now, Dulles is here, it is here  to stay. There are problems as fa r 
as Friendship  is concerned.

And I have great sympathy for  our colleagues from Maryland  in 
wanting to support his  airport.

But  1 think for the purposes of the record and a hear ing such as 
this,- we should have specific cases, specific facts, if there is undue 
pressure, because if it can be established, then perhaps FAA is not 
the agency to operate the airp ort.

But  we cannot go on just  the inferences and the innuendoes. We 
should have facts.

If  we don’t have facts, we should dismiss the idea.
Mr. S eybold. They may exist, but I am just not aware of them.
Mr. Devine. Wouldn’t your organization be the one tha t would 

have knowledge, representing  the carriers  of this country (
Mr. Seybold. Not necessarily on that point.
Mr. Devine. Well, who would ?
Mr. Seybold. The indiv idual  carriers. We don’t have anything 

to do with the negotiations  of rates or services or that sort of thing.
Mr. Devine. But you a re more or less the Washington representa

tive for  the individual carrie rs, are you not ?
Mr. Seybold. For the industry, yes, we are.
Mr. D evine. And i f they had specific cases—I am not sure whether 

they would report them to you or not-----
Mr. Seybold. I haven’t heard of any.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Sibal.
Mr. Sibal. I just have one or two questions, Mr. Chairman.
This  point you deal with in your statement  about the suggestion of 

a new corporation if it is created submit ting itself to a rbitra tion, tha t 
arbi tration procedure would not be available if the Corporation were 
not created, would it ?

Mr. Seybold. No ; I don’t believe it would.
Mr. Sibal. Now, what would be the significance in tha t element of— 

why would the corporat ion change the re lationship so that tha t would 
become a necessary or desired element in the new Corporation ?

Mr. Seybold. Well, it is proposed to set it up in such a manner 
that it would be somewhat freer to deal with the. funds that  it has, 
and perhaps a little  more free of Congress and the General Accounting 
Office.

As long as i t is contemplated to set up the Corporation, it would 
seem to us desirable to provide a means for arbi tra ting disputes.

Mr. Sibal. Because of this freedom to handle money ?
Mr. Seybold. Possibly, yes.
Plus the fact that  you are now establish ing certain standards for  

guiding the establishment of rates and charges.
We are concerned about having that as specific as possible and mak

ing it  as workable as possible.
Mr. S ibal. I s it your feeling th at the creation of this Corporation  

would remove the Corporation from the controls which now exist 
in terms of rate sett ing and so forth ?

Mr. Seybold. Well, it is certainly making  the terms more specific 
on which the rates and charges are to be based.

And there could well be disputes as to whether the standards pro 
vided in the act are being adhered to.
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Mr. Sibal . As I have li ste ned to  yo ur  an swers to previo us ques tions  
posed by othe r members of  th e commit tee,  I ge t the  impre ssio n th at  
your  concern  is t hat  th is is g oing  to be more cost ly fo r the ca rr ie rs ; is 
th at  t ru e ?

Is  that yo ur  p rim ary concern  ?
Mr. S eybold. Possibly w ith ou t ad equ ate  safeguards . . .
Mr. Sibal . You keep an sw ering these  questions “poss ibly.”
Now, as Mr.  Hemp hil l said , we recognize  t hat  the  possibil ity  exist s 

of  alm ost  a ny th ing h ap pe ning  in  a lmost  any situa tio n.
Bu t do you  have any  h ar d fact s which we can ha ng  on to here th at  

can gu ide  us as  we consid er t his ?
I mean, is th is a hypo the tical fe ar  you have , o r can you give u s some

th ing th a t we can deal wit h?
Mr.  Seybold. Well, wh at I ha ve  tr ied to do is to po in t ou t to the  

com mit tee the  fac t t hat  we have a n ai rp or t ou t the re which , as I  s aid,  
has ce rta in  unu sua l aspects  to it th at have added to its  cost.

Con gress is now pro posing in th is bill to establ ish  a corpo rat ion  
which is to be a se lf-susta ining  co rpo rat ion , fu lly  am or tiz ing th is in 
ves tment  out  there .

Bu t, it is necessary,  it is  adv isable , it seems to us, when every one 
know s th at  t he  traffic  is going to be a long time in bu ild ing up , and it 
is going  to  be a long  tim e be fore  th is  ai rp or t is ac tual ly  on a self- 
su sta in ing basi s—it  seems advis ab le to us, if there  isn’t an y ques tion 
about ce rta in  of these item s b ein g lef t out , because the y are recognized 
as being excessive  or  unus ual  o r add ed  in  because i t is a na tio na l monu
ment, a na tio na l at tra ct ion,  a nd  so on—w hy shou ldn ’t those th ing s be 
provide d in the  bi ll—why sh ou ldn’t th e st an da rds that  you are  w rit ing 
into th is  ac t specify  th at  those th ings  are  incl uded or  exc lude d as
Con gress sees nt.

Mr.  H em piiil l. Wi ll the  ge ntl em an  yield  rig ht  the re?
When we au tho riz ed  Dulles —I wasn’t a mem ber of  the Congress,  

but  I sup pose the  Air  Tra ns po rtat io n Associa tion  was in business .
Di d the Air  T rans po rta tio n Assoc iation tes tif y to th at  ef fect at  th at  

time ?
Mr.  Seybold. We did , an d we supp orted  the  es tab lishm ent of an 

addit ion al Wash ing ton  ai rp or t.
Mr. H em ph ill. Did  you t es ti fy  t ha t if  it was to be a na tio na l m onu

ment, th a t in any  a ssessmen t of  r at es  o r fees to  the ca rri er s, th at  t ha t 
assessment should  be confined to  the  com mercial ly used  an d usable 
fea tures  of  t he  build ing ?

Mr. Seybold. I t  wasn’t conte mp lat ed  in the  act  th at  was  being en
acted th at any sta nd ards  were  spec ified  at  all in connection  wi th the 
recovery  r ates  and charges.

The b ill was pr im arily  to get th e ai rp or t loca ted , a nd  to g et au thor i
zat ion  fo r FA A, o r t he CA A at  t hat  t ime , to go ahe ad and find a spot,  
and bu ild  it.

Mr. H em ph ill . Did you  say, “I t  is a n ati onal monument, and don’t 
make us p ay  an y par t o f it .”

Mr. Seybold. The ca rri ers ne ve r expected th at  the y would  ope rate  
wi tho ut pa ying  thei r fa ir  share  at the ai rp or t—never .

I  would like  to ad d one th ing,  M r. H em phill.
We a re  not  oppos ing  the c orpo ra tio n.  We are  offe ring amendm ents 

which we feel will be he lpf ul in ma kin g the act  a more workable 
act.
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Mr. H em ph ill. Th an k you.
Mr. Sibal . And  you feel wi thou t your  amend ments  t he re  is a good 

chance  t ha t because o f the sev era l susta ining  purp oses of  the  c orpora
tio n, th at you  will  be asked to pa y more th an  yo ur  fa ir  share,  is th at  
cor rec t?

Mr. Seybold. Unless some of  these provis ions are  cla rified.
The Adm in is trator  test ified th a t it  will  be some place betw een 10 

an d 30 yea rs before  it  wi ll be on a  pay-as-you-go basis , on di rect  ope ra
tions  an d m ain tenanc e.

Yet  th e bil l as it  s tan ds  now pro vid es th at in ter es t wi ll be collected 
an d pa id  ove r each ye ar  to  th e Secre tar y of  the  Tr ea su ry  unless the  
Con gress spec ifica lly, each  ye ar , waives it.

We ll, it  is  known t hat  i t is go ing t o have to be waived. W hy  do  we 
conte mp lat e an  act ion  eve ry ye ar  when we can foresee th a t situ ation 
and co uld  meet  it  here  ?

Mr.  S ibal . Th an k you , M r. Ch air ma n.
Mr. F riedel. Th an k yo u very much.
Mr. Seybold. Th an k you , Mr. Ch air ma n, and members  of  th e com

mittee . I  apprec iat e you r tim e and  con sidera tion .
Mr.  F riedel. Our  ne xt  wi tne ss will  be Mr. Ch arl es  P.  Cra ne,  De

pa rtm en t of  Av iat ion , Ci ty  of  Ba ltim ore , Ba ltimo re,  Md.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES P. CRANE, DEPARTMENT OF AVIATION. 
CITY OF BALTIMORE, BALTIMORE, MD.

Mr. Crane. Mr. Cha irm an  an d gen tlem en, I  ap prec ia te  the  op po r
tu ni ty  to come here  and say  a  few  words .

Mr. F riedel. Do you  ha ve  a prep ared  sta tem ent, Mr . Cra ne?
Mr. Crane. No, I  di dn ’t  kno w abo ut th is  h ea rin g un til  at  t he  close 

of  busin ess on Thu rsd ay .
I  d id n’t hav e an  opp or tu ni ty  to  pre pa re  a state me nt.
So I  wi ll speak, wi th  your permi ssio n, ex tem poran eou sly .
But  the sta tem ent th a t I  sub mi tted la st  ye ar  at  th e hear ing con

ta in s a gr ea t dea l of wha t I  wou ld like  to  say  tod ay.
F ir st , however, I  w ould lik e t o say th at I  have been  req ues ted by the  

Gre ater  Ba ltimo re Comm itte e, an organiza tio n of  business  and  pro
fessional  leaders of  Ba ltimore, to file with  the com mit tee  wi th your 
permissio n, a sta tem en t in  which the y su pp or t Ho use  bill  2081 and 
urge  its  passage, th at it  be exp edi ted  by th is  subcomm ittee .

Mr. F riedel. That  wil l be pu t in the record  a t th is  point.
(T he  sta tem ent  r ef er re d to  is as fol lows:)

Greater Baltim ore Com mitte e, I nc.,
Balt imore, Md., March, 18,1963.

Hon. J ohn Bell Willia ms,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transporta tion and Aeronaut ics, Comm ittee on 

Inter sta te and Foreign Commerce, U.S. House of  Representat ives , Wash- 
ington, D.C. «

Dear Mr. Chairm an : The Greater  Balt imore Committee is an organizatio n 
of business and professiona l leade rs of Baltim ore, each of whom represe nts a 
ma jor  industr ial,  commercial, financial or mercantile  ins titu tion in the  metro
poli tan area.  Since our  format ion in 1955 we have  been vita lly  concerned abou t 
the qua nti ty and  qua lity  of ai r service provided to the city of Baltimore. We 
ini tia ted  the Adequacy of Service Case, partic ipa ted  in innumerable  proceed
ings before the Civil Aeronautic s Board,  and  have  been involved in repe ated
testimony before the various committees of Congress.
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We recognize the economic power  of ai r service. We real ize th at  a com
munity th at  has  adequ ate ai r service is strengthened economically. We also 
recognize th at  a community that  is denied adequate  ai r service  is inevi tably  
placed  at  an economic disadvantage as it  competes with  other cities or in the 
foreign markets . It  is for this  reason, therefore, th at  we have invested many 
thousands of dollars in representing the interests of the individuals and  busi
nesses of thi s area  in our efforts to secu re proper utili zation of F rien dsh ip In te r
nat ional Airport.

We are convinced that  the  people of the are a best served  by F riendship In te r
nationa l Airpor t will, if given ade qua te service, patronize that  service as well 
as or bet ter  tha n the people of com parable cities patronize commercial ai r serv
ice. However,  we ask the opportu nity  to compete fai rly  and squarely without 
being placed a t a  disadvantage.

At the pre sen t time, it  is common knowledge in the  aviation industry that  
we are competing with  Dulles In ter na tio na l Airport at  Chan tilly,  Va., for  pa t
rons from the  Baltim ore-W ashing ton are a. In par ticu lar,  we are  competing 
with that  fa cil ity  for service to  pa ssen gers with in the are a best served  by F riend
ship International Airpor t. If  Dulles Int ern ati onal Airpor t were ju st  another  
airp ort,  owned and  operated by a municipality, we would not have a complaint.

But  Dulles  Intern ational Airpor t is not  ju st  ano ther  airpor t, and  it is not 
owned and operated by a municipa lity. It  was bui lt and  is owned and oper
ated by the Federal  Aviation Agency, which is the regu lato ry body with such 
gre at power of life and death  over the  commercia l avia tion indust ry in America. 
It  is the gove rning  body to which the commercial  airlines,  who mu st choose be
tween Friend ship Internatio nal  Airpo rt and  Dulles Intern ationa l Airport , must 
answer.

This  is analogous  to having the  public service  commission of a Sta te own 
and operate a competing telephone company or gas and elect ric company or to 
having the  In te rs ta te  Commerce Commission  own a motor truck firm or a ra il
road. The regula ting agency is, in th is  instance, the operating  agency  of a 
competing fac ility . This is patently no t what Congress intended in crea ting  
the various regula tory bodies of the Federal  Government, nor, I believe, what 
Congress inten ded  when crea ting the Federal  Aviation Agency.

We th ere fore suppor t II.R. 2081 and urge that  i ts passage be expedited by th is 
subcommittee.

Since rely yours,
William Bouciieb II I,

Executive Director.
Mr. Crane. The Baltimore Association of Commerce has an attor

ney here, and I th ink he will speak for  that.
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I  have heard a number of references 

this morning,  and one just a few minutes ago, about innuendoes having 
to do with the treatment that  the airp ort in Maryland has received.

It  is quite true  tha t a good deal of our complaint, which we think  
is well founded, must rest on wha t might be called circumstantial  
evidence, or if  someone wishes to use the word innuendo, perhaps that 
would fit the case.

There are, however, a few things th at might indicate the atti tude of 
the Federal Aviation Agency toward  the airport in Maryland.

Incidentally, gentlemen, we don’t refer  to tha t airpo rt as being 
Baltimore’s airpo rt by any means—it serves the State of Maryland , 
the southern section of Pennsylvania,  and over to the Delaware border.

I am refe rring to a letter tha t is reproduced on page 165 of the 
hearings tha t took place on May 2, 3, and 4 of  last year.

You will find this letter, which was addressed to the Chairman of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board of the General Counsel of the Federal 
Aviation Agency, Mr. Daggett H. Howard, complaining about the 
possibility of Eastern Air Lines puttin g in j’et service to serve the 
Washington area, as well as the Baltimore area.

He said that  he didn’t mind i t be ing in there tempora rily, but only 
so long as Dulles was under construction.
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And he says :
F or th es e reas on s, we re sp ectf u ll y  re qu es t on beh al f of  th e  A dm in is tr at or of  

th e F edera l Avi at io n Ag ency th a t th e Civil  A er on au tics  B oar d not ify E ast ern  
A ir  Li ne s, Inc ., th a t th e B oard ’s a ppro va l of  t he  us e of  B al tim ore  F ri en dsh ip  A ir 
port  fo r je t fli gh ts  se rv in g W as hi ng to n is  lim ited  to  th e  pe riod  unt il  Dul les 
In te rn a ti o n a l A ir jtor t i s in  o per at io n.

I would also like to leave with the committee ano ther letter filed by 
the General Counsel of the  Federal Aviation Agency, under date of 
Jan uary 26, 1962, in which similarly he objects to Braniff Airways 
put ting in jet service to serve both Washington and Baltimore, saying 
again tha t he did n't mind it being in there temporarily,  but he says:

T he us e of F ri en dsh ip  fo r je t fli gh ts se rv in g W as hi ng to n is, of cours e, eq ua lly 
uns ui ta bl e,  an d fo r th is  re aso n  Con gress has  auth ori ze d th e  co ns truc tion  of  
D ul le s In te rn ati onal A ir port  which  wi ll be in op er at io n on or ab ou t Octo be r 1, 
1962.

li e also says:
Cop ies of th is  le tt e r a re  be in g mai led  to da y to  B ra n if f Airw ay s,  Inc ., an d to 

th e  pe rson s upon wh om  th e  air j>o rt no tic e was  se rv ed  in  ord er  to  ap pri se  th em  
of  th e  A dm in is tr a to r’s op po si tion  to th e us e of  F ri endsh ip  In te rn ati onal A irport  
to  s er ve  W as hi ng to n a ft e r D ulles  goes i nt o op er at io n.

Now, Air. Chairman and gentlemen, when Friendship  Airport was 
built  and activated in the second ha lf of 1950, a t the dedication cere
monies, at which the President of the United Sta tes was present, it was 
specifically stated that tha t airpo rt was to be the supplemental air 
por t for the city of Washington.

It  installed a full length jet runway, nine and a half years before 
passenger jets were in operat ion.

And tha t runway rested there, waiting  for the opportunity to use 
it.

And when in 1959 the opportunity to use it came, Friendship Ai r
port  handled all the jet service for both cities for a period of two 
and a half years, and could have handled two or three times the 
volume that  it w as handling.

Now’, I am not sure whether these letters would be considered by 
your honorable committee as being something other than innuendoes 
or not.

But at previous hearings, I noticed the presence of the Chai rman  
of the Civil Aeronautics Board. And 1 noticed tha t he had a grea t 
deal to say in suppor t of the operation of Dulles and the fact  that  
it should be the airport of service for  Washington.

I asked Mr. Boyd at tha t tim e:
W hy  are  you do in g th is  when th e ’bh ar ge s a t F ri endsh ip  will  be  in finit el y  

lower  th an  th ey  w il l be a t Du lles, an d th es e a ir li nes a re  in fina nc ia l tr ouble  
an yh ow —
and the only answer  I  ever got from him was—Dulles is the Nationa l 
Capital’s airport,  QED, that is that.  And so it has always been— 
it is the National Capita l’s airpor t.

But notw ithstanding  that,  the people leaving from east of 16th 
Street, and in those northern suburbs of the city of Washington,  
which are in Maryland, incidentally , can reach Friendship  Ai rpo rt 
today, reach planeside at Friendsh ip Airpo rt today, more expedi
tiously than  they can Dulles, even with the  no-access roadway, and 
the new’ bridges built, and so on.
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And  we have tabu lat ed  the sav ing  in time to show the  pre sident s 
of  th e v arious a irli nes who subscribe to t he ph ilo sophy th at  the  people  
wa nt  to  ge t to the ai rp or t in the  qu ickest way, and  th at  is t he one they  
are goin g to serve.

Now,  pe rha ps  this  is ci rcum sta nt ial  evidence, bu t it is very difficul t 
fo r us to underst and why th e Bri tis h Overseas Ai rw ays, which fo r a 
pe rio d of  2 yea rs was ca rryi ng  on very successfu lly  at  Fr iend sh ip , 
en joy ing the  p atr on ag e of  W ashing ton tra ve ler s, as well as Mary lan d 
tra ve ler s, and  I know th e numb er of  pas senger s they  handled  las t 
ye ar , pul led  up stakes  an d moved  to anoth er  ai rp or t where thei r 
charg es  will be ove r t hr ee  time s as m uch, where they  will have t o rely 
sole ly on the  pa tro nage  of  peop le from W ashing ton, no t the  dual 
cit y pa tro nage  that  the y ha d,  and  they know th at , and whe re the y 
will  be in com pet ition with  two oth er tra ns at la nt ic  lines,  whereas  
at Fr iend sh ip  they had no com pet ition on Londo n service.

When I asked those  gentl em en—and  I know the m pr et ty  well—  
“W hy  are  you doing  th is ?’’ the  only  answer  I got from them was, 
“ Yo ur  G ove rnm ent  h as announced  in tones loud and cle ar th at  D ulle s 
is th e Na tional  Cap ita l's  ai rp or t, and we must fly fro m the re, ” and  
so the re  it is.

Now, we have  seen othe r flig hts  tra ns fe rred  fro m Fr iend sh ip  over  
to Du lles th at  were  en joying  the pa tro nage  of bo th  cities, wi tho ut 
comp lai nt,  involv ing  less tra ve l tim e fo r many of  the people—even 
from  the bus terminal a t 12th and  K Stree ts,  to  planes ide. An d I 
ad d in the word  “p lan eside ,” because  there are  20 mi nu tes ’ tra ve l on 
the se mobi le lounges a t D ull es  which we do n’t have, because o ur plan es 
come up  within 50 o r 100 feet  of  the  ter mina l bu ild ing .

Yes, we are  forced to re ly  on wh at migh t be cal led  cir cums tan tia l 
evidence . An d our comp lai nt  is not only  ag ains t the Fe de ral  Avia
tio n Agenc y's  hand lin g of  Du lles in rel ati on  to Fr iend sh ip , bu t also 
W ashing ton N ational Airpo rt.

A ft er  13 years , a lmo st 13 ye ars o f o perat ion , we have at  th e presen t 
tim e 160 flights or  movem ents, coun ting ar riva l an d de pa rtu res as 
2, 160 a  day , whe reas  W ashing ton National  Airpo rt , I  am inform ed,  
ha s betw een 650 and  700 a day . An d if  th at  figure  is incorrect— 
because  some of those fli gh ts have alr eady  been sh if ted to Dul les— 
th e people  here  will  be ab le to  correct the record  an d give the  cor 
rec t figure for  it.

Now,  let  me tel l you some of  the  difficu lties un de r which we are 
suffe rin g at  Fr ien dship.

I  wan t to br ing to th e att en tio n of  the com mit tee the fact  th at  
al thou gh  Baltim ore  is the  six th  larges t city in the coun try , and one 
of  the gr ea t m an uf ac tu rin g cit ies  and seapor ts, an d we have a grea t 
dea l of ai r traffic betw een Ba ltimo re and New Yo rk , we pre sen tly  
have  only 6 flights  da ily  betw een Fr iend sh ip  an d Newa rk Airp or t, 
which  is the  dow ntow n air port  fo r New York,  as co ntr as ted  wi th 26 
da ily  flig hts  from W ashing ton Na tio na l, an d 7 da ily  flights from 
Dul les.

Le t me say th is to you,  Mr. Ch air ma n, and ge nt lemen : In  those  six 
da ily  f lights  we have  a ga p in  t he  m orn ing  of 8 ho urs an d 30 m inutes  
between two of  those flig hts , and in the  aft ern oon, we have  anoth er 
ga p o f 5 hours, 15 minutes.

To  De tro it,  we have  three flig hts  d aily , wi th two an d thr ee  s tops.
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We have a great many people who travel between Maryland and 
Detroit.

We have one nonstop flight at midnigh t.
From Washington National there are 15 daily flights. From  Dulles 

there is one nonstop flight.
To Cincinnat i, we have two flights with three or four stops. We 

refer  to them as milk runs.
Washington National  has seven.
Hartfo rd,  Conn.—we have no northbound service at all.
Washington National has five flights, and Dulles has one.
I  could go on down th is list,  gentlemen, and show you the struggle 

tha t we are making to give reasonable and efficient ai r service to the 
people in this area—I say east of 16th Stree t, Washington to the 
Delaware line, up to York and Hanover, Pa.—and begging them to 
take service from Friendship,  even though they may have to wait for 
a flight tha t is inconveniently timed, or even use a connecting flight 
sometimes, in order to try to repa ir the damage that took place in 
the first decade, when all the  service th at we had at tha t airport was 
250,000 to 300,000 passengers a year, Mr. Hemphi ll—when Washing
ton National was carrying  4 ^  and 5 million.

And, as a consequence of tha t, a ir utilization in the Maryland area 
suffered.

During tha t first decade, hundreds of thousands of people in our 
area were forced to go to Washing ton National for  the most elemental 
form of ai r service. They resented tha t, and, as a consequence, many 
of them used t rains to go to New York, and go to other places where 
they wanted to go. And we were not airminded.

Now, in the last 2 or 3 years, and par ticu larly  since the jet traffic 
came, we have done our  best to repa ir that service.

I heard Mr. Halaby suggest today, in his urbane and very per 
suasive way, that what  we should do would be to promote traffic in our 
city. I had hoped to see him a fter  he left  the stand . I wanted to give 
him a little sticker he might  put on his automobile. We have given out 
50,000 of these, Mr. Chairman, and we are now waiting for the next 
10,000 from the printe r.

It  would be fine—I have given one to Mr. Ward Hobbs here. I  hope 
to see it on his car.

But, in addition  to that , we are the only airport that I know of in 
this country—to compile and distribute flight brochures which list 
every flight between Friendship and some 91 cities arranged alpha
betically, together with the return flights; and we have done this in 
order to increase air traffic.

Now, in addit ion to that,  we have as you know, gotten an app ro
priation from the city for promotional purposes. Some of you know 
that  I am a public  utilit y man. I have been brought up to believe 
that  the way to help your company is to promote, and so I  believe in 
promotion.

We have this appropriation. We have $90,000—and I thin k I can 
get another $50,000. And we are asking the various business e nte r
prises and other  organizations in our area to say to thei r employees 
that  they recommend that  they use flight service out of Friendsh ip. 
Where it is for  company business, they order them to do it.

Where it is for  the ir personal business, they advise them to do it.

98-1 55— 63------- 6
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I would like to say to you, and I  would like Mr. Halaby to know this, 
tha t even before we started this campaign, some 35 large companies 
have done this voluntari ly—and they have an aggregate employment 
of some 60,000 employees. We expect to raise that number to 150,000 
employees, and we have done other things to promote business over 
there.

But it is the old question of the chicken and the egg. What do you 
do first?

Can you promote travel  out o f Friendship without  the air service?
Or do you have the  a ir service available, and then get the travelers 

to make use of it ?
That is the thing we are up against..
No matter how you regard this thing, how careful you are in sizing 

up the situation, it is impossible for me to believe—and I know tha t 
thousands of my fellow citizens in Maryland so believe—tha t we can 
cope wi th the combination of the Federal Aviation Agency and the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, a quasi-judicial agency, required to render 
decisions on the basis of submitted evidence, and also required by the 
act which formed that  Board to encourage and promote air service. 
We have suffered from it, and, therefore, we devoutly believe and rec
ommend passage of bills tha t you and our other Congressmen have 
put in, to correct this anomalous situation where regula tory agencies 
operate facilities in competition with other facilities under their Fed
eral regulation. It is just about the same as the Inte rsta te Commerce 
Commission owning and operating several railroads in competition 
with the New York Central, the Pennsylvania, and so on—it is indeed 
an anomalous thing.

Last year when I talked with Mr. Halaby about this situation, he 
told me tha t it was the only place in the United States  tha t he knew 
of where such a condition existed.

And so I say to you, tha t while we have only meager tangible evi
dence to file with thi s committee, we firmly and sincerely believe tha t 
the overpowering combination of the FA A and the CAB is wreaking 
havoc with the ability of Friendsh ip to give people in our area good 
service. We liken this  situation to the Biblical incident when Isaac 
said, “I t is the voice of Jacob but the hands of Esau .”

That is what we are suffering from.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Crane, tha t statement—what was that airline?
Mr. Crane. Pardon ?
Mr. Friedel. You have a statement there from the Chief Counsel 

of the FAA to an airline. What airline is that?
Air. Crane. Well, this  one is to the Bran iff, and the other one was 

to the Eastern.
Air. F riedel. This letter will lie inserted in the record.
(The lette r referred to is as follows:)

F ed er al  Avia tio n  Age nc y, 
Washington, D.C., March 5,1962.

Ho n. Alan S. Boyd,
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board,
Washington , D.C.

D ear Mr. Ch a ir m a n : W e hav e ob ta in ed  a copy  of  (lie  a ir p o rt  no tic e da te d 
F ebru ary  23, 1962, th a t was  file d w ith  th e Boa rd  by E as te rn  A ir  Lin es,  Inc . Thi s 
no tic e, filed purs uant to  se ct ion 202.3  of th e econom ic re gula tions,  st at es  th a t 
E ast ern  A ir Lin es,  Inc ., prop os es  to  se rv e W as hi ng ton,  D.C ., w ith je t a ir c ra ft  
th ro ug h th e us e o f F ri en dsh ip  A irport , Bal tim or e,  Md.
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The  us e of  an  a ir p o rt  nea r B al tim or e,  Md. , to  se rv e W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  is un 
su it ab le  an d,  a s  you kno w, Con gres s has au th ori ze d th e const ru ct io n of  Dul les 
In te rn a ti o n a l A ir port  to se rv e W as hi ng to n,  D.C. T his  m ajo r a ir p o rt  will  be 
co mpleted  on  o r ab ou t Octo be r 1, 1962. W e ha ve  no ob ject ion to  th e  us e of 
B al tim or e F ri endsh ip  A irport  by  E a s te rn  je t fli gh ts se rv in g W as hi ng to n unt il  
th e op en ing of  Dul les In te rn a ti ona l A ir port . Ho we ve r, th e  a ir p o rt  no tic e filed  
by E ast ern  do es  no t lim it  th e  pr op os ed  us e of th e B al tim ore  a ir p o rt  to  th is  
te m pora ry  peri od ; an d th e B oard ’s appro val of  th is  no tic e a nigh t be co ns true d by 
E ast ern  as  au th ori zati on  to se rv e W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  th ro ug h th e  B al tim ore  a ir 
po rt  ev en  a ft e r D ul le s In te rn ati onal A ir port  goes in to  o pe ra tio n.

F or th es e re as on s, we re sp ec tfu lly  re qu es t,  on beh al f of th e A dm in is tr a to r of 
th e F edera l Aviat io n Agency, th a t th e  Ci vi l A er on au tics  B oa rd  noti fy  E as te rn  
A ir Line s, In c. , th a t th e B oard ’s appro val of th e use of th e B al tim or e Frien ds hi p 
A irpo rt  fo r je t fli gh ts se rv in g W as hin gto n is lim ite d to  th e per io d  unti l Dul les  
In te rn a ti o n a l A irport  is in  oper at io n . Thi s cl ar if ic at io n wi ll en ab le  E as te rn  
A ir Li ne s to  av oid en te ri ng  in to  lo ng -ter m  leas es  or  oth er  co m m itm en ts  a t th e 
B al tim or e a ir p o rt  th ro ug h a m is unders ta ndin g  of  th e eff ec t of th e a ir p o rt  n ot ice 
pr oc ed ur e.

Co pie s of  th is  le tt e r will  be  m ai le d to da y to  E ast ern  A ir  Li ne s, In c. , an d to  t he  
pe rs on s up on  whom th e a ir p o rt  not ic e w as  se rv ed , as  show n on th e  enclo sed  
lis t, in  o rd er to  ap pr is e them  of  th e  A dm in is tr a to r’s op po si tio n to  th e us e of  
B al tim or e Fri en dsh ip  A irpo rt  to  se rv e W as hi ng ton,  D.C.,  a f te r  Dul les In te r
nati onal A irport  goe s in to  oper at io n  on or  ab ou t Octo be r 1. 1962. The  Adm inis
tr a to r re se rv es  th e ri ght to  fo rm all y  ob ject  to  th e us e of  th e B al tim ore  F ri end
sh ip  A ir port  by E as te rn  A ir  Lines , Inc.,  fo r it s je t fli gh ts , and to re qu es t a 
hea ri ng  in  co nn ec tio n th er ew ith , in  th e ev en t it  sh ou ld  becom e ne ce ss ar y fo r him  
to  do so .

You rs  ve ry  t ru ly ,
Daggett H. H oward, G ener a l Cou ns el .

Mr. F riedel. Do you know how many jet flights were taken out of 
Friendship?

Mr. Crane. Yes, si r; they took 40 percent of them. They took about 
35, and we have about 40 left.

Mr. Friedel. You had about  75 flights a day ?
Mr. Crane. We had about 75 movements. We call the incoming and 

outgoing as two. Tha t is customary. They took away about half of 
them.

Mr. F riedel. Have they restored any ?
Afr. Crane. Well. yes. That morning jet from Friendship  down to 

Miami was such a flop at Dulles tha t they did bring tha t hack. But 
tha t left us with a very inconvenient re turn jet which you referred to 
earlier in the day. If  you want to come up from Miami at the present 
time, Mr. Chairman, you can leave there at 2 :45 in the morning and get 
up at Friendship at 5 a.m.

Mr. F riedel. Do you know, prior to Dulles, wha t was the load they 
used to carry to Miami, F la .'?

Mr. Crane. I think the travel was very heavy. I don't happen to 
have those figures with me. But it was quite substantial.

And, hear in mind, tha t we were handling both Washington and 
Maryland  jet traffic at that time.

As you said this morning, we have asked airlines time and again 
whether they have had complaints about people coming over to Frie nd
ship from Washington—that is, especially from the Northwest sec
tion—and we have been told tha t the number of such complaints is 
negligible.

Now, it is perfectly reasonable that people who live on the other side 
of the Potomac R iver will find Dulles a more convenient airpo rt or if 
they live near the Pentagon, they will find Washington National more 
convenient. We would have no claim on such patronage.



80 WAS HINGTON,  D.C., AIRPORTS

Mr. Friedel. I am trying to hurry  this up.
Do you know what the load was on BOAC ?
Mr. Crane. Yes; I do. BOAC handled last year 10,100 passengers 

out of Friendship. Tha t is going  and coming. And they had a very 
fine freight  business, which was growing. And righ t before they left, 
thei r manager was talking  to me about the possibility of ge tting some 
more freigh t space.

Here  is a line, Mr. Chairman, tha t lost $38 million in 1961. ITow 
can anyone rationalize such a carr ier going to another airport where 
the ir charges are three times as high ?

Mr. F riedel. Do you know what the ir load is in Dulles ?
Mr. Crane. Well, they only left us on March 4 or 5, so I don’t know 

how they are making out.
Mr. Friedel. If  you could find tha t out, I would like to have it for 

the record.
Mr. Crane. Well, we have to give them a few months.
I think i t would be a most salu tary thing to reduce this situation to 

one of normalcy by separating these regulatory agencies from the 
regulated.

Mr. Friedel. Mr. Crane, I think that bears out what I said earlier 
this morning. An air line losing a lot of money, and going to  another 
airport where it is going to cost them another million dol lars, it doesn’t 
make sense, unless there was something, some persuasion—I don’t 
know what it is. But it doesn’t make good business sense to do what 
they did.

Mr. Crane. I don’t see how it could be. I know you have these 
figures, bu t I would like to say for the benefit of Mr. Hemphill that 
last year, 1962, we had a passenger throughput of 1,435,000 passengers, 
3 or 4 times as much as it used to be before we got religion,  so to speak, 
and the jets  came over; bu t Washington  National had about 5 million.

I would like to give you, sir, an indication of the fr uga lity  of opera
tion practiced at our airport, We were given by the ci ty of Baltimore 
about a million dollars to run  that airport and provide for mainte
nance in 1962, and we gave back to the city of Baltimore  $1,625,000, 
on a small throughpu t of 1,435,000 passengers.

Now, there is jus t one othe r thin g I want to say to you-----
Mr. Hemphill. Since you addressed tha t to me—T don’t know 

why-----
Mr. Crane. I knew the chairm an knew about these figures.
Mr. H emphill. I am happy to have you address anything  to me. 

You might enlighten me, though , when you criticize the service peo
ple are getting—I have been tr yin g to get a major airline to stop and 
do some mail service to the people of the Carolinas at Charlotte . They 
won’t do it  because they say they would lose some money. It is costing 
the business community of Charlotte $150,000 to $200,000 a year. But 
they don 't give a hoot about tha t. All they want is the gravy.

So don’t  complain to me about  the service, because we have got it, 
too. My taxpayers have got it.

If  you find any way to improve the service, you call me collect, and 
I will pay you for the advice.

Mr. Crane. Thank you, sir.
Recently we have written to about a dozen cities tel ling them what 

we would like to do is establish a morning flight, not only from Friend
ship to Charlotte, or Charleston, but  also from Charleston to Friend
ship and back.
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Mr. Hemphill. I prefer Friendship  to Dulles, and I would agree 
with you tha t maybe Dulles had not ought to have been buil t. But 
since it has been built,  I  reckon they have to operate it. And I don’t 
think the  question here is Dulles and Friendship. The question here 
is the efficiency of the operation which must be performed under the 
duties and responsibilities which Congress has placed in the hands of 
the Federa l Aviation Administra tion. Tha t is the sole question here, 
not whether or not there has been some discrepancy.

I want it understood tha t the real issue here  is not whether or not 
there has been some Government interference. I am not  quarre ling 
with you on that.

I would like to see you build some transporta tion into Friendship, 
because I like Friendship Airpo rt.

But I don’t want to think th at  is the issue before us.
The issue is efficiency of admin istration. And I am sure you are in

terested in tha t as well as I am.
That is the reason I was very much interested in wha t has been 

taking place here. Because any time you can improve the  efficiency 
of Government-----

Mr. F riedel. I think we are overlooking one fact here :
I thin k this goes a littl e beyond your statement , because we were 

talk ing about profit and loss. We have been talk ing about running 
it w ith efficiency and making the airport pay. And, for  some reason 
or another, they are overlooking two facts : One, tha t they overesti
mated the usage of the thre e airports. They thou ght they would 
need all three airports  in 1963. It  looks like it will be about 1970 
or 1975.

But the other thin g being overlooked is tha t Maryland , South 
Carolina , paid taxes for  Dulles. We are the taxpayers, too. We paid 
our money to create this  monument, or maybe I should say it was 
taken for this purpose.

So now in turn, because we helped to pay our share, don’t cut our 
throa ts, and take away what we have fought  so hard to get, and 
earned by advanced plann ing. Tha t is the  point  I argued wdth the 
FA A about.

Mr. Hemphill. The taxpayers of Maryland and South Carolina, 
I  suppose, paid for some things in Charlot te, too, and they can’t 
get the service there they want.

But there isn’t any use here in attacking this adminis tration,  which 
admittedly is doing a fine job, for  any mistake of judgment tha t was 
made e ither in the construction of Dulles Airpor t or in the estimate 
mentioned of  the number of people by such and such a date.

Mr. Halaby had noth ing to do with tha t, and neither did I. I am 
sure the distinguished chairman had nothing to do with  it, and I  am 
sure you had noth ing to do with it.

Mr. Crane. Mr. Hemphill, let me say I question the efficiency of 
their operation, not only with respect to Dulles, but also in the way 
tha t they have concentrated this service at Washing ton National. 
And i t has been notorious, the overcrowding of Washington Na tional. 
Articles have been written about it.

I am not only shooting at Dulles.
Mr. Hemphill. Let me tell you about Washington Airp ort. I 

use it, and I use it because I can get back and forth quickly. I t takes 
me 7 or 8 minutes from my office. And i f we had some effectual means
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of transporta tion to Friendsh ip, in which someone could get there 
in 15 minutes, I  am satisfied you would reap the benefit.

When I go to New York, which is rare, I go into LaGuardia, be
cause I cannot get to New York any quicker. And tha t is one of 
the issues here, which was testified to this morning, the facility of 
transportation. And tha t is something you are interested in, and 
I am.

1 have told my dis tinguished friend here, you people, if you come 
into the Congress and say, “Bui ld us some rapid transporta tion to 
Friendship,” I would suppo rt it in the national interest.

But I don’t think here we ought to compound the mistakes of the 
past and try to block the ambitions of an efficient Administrator to 
increase the efficiency of his operation because a mistake is made. He 
is not trying to gun for  you.

Mr. Crane. I understand exactly what the issues are here today, 
Mr. Hemphill. And I also unders tand this bill that has been pro
duced would merge together these two operations—the one at Alex
andria , which is profitable, the other one, which is a loss, so th at you 
would have a consolidated figure, and it won’t look so bad, and per
haps it might not require compliance with the original  mandate of 
the Congress to make Dulles pay.

I understand what those issue are.
But I also sav this—and I am talk ing more par ticularly  about these 

bills introduced by the three  Maryland Congressmen. And that  is it 
would be far  better for the air  industry as a general thin g if you 
would take from these regulatory agencies the power o f competition 
with the airpo rts they are authorized to regulate.

That is what I am talk ing about. And that,  I think, sir, is the 
issue.

Mr. Crane. I know th at time is short, Mr. Chairman, but I have 
one more thing  T want to say.

Here  is a study put  ou t by the FAA. Tt attempts to estimate the 
traffic at the two a irports under thei r jurisdict ion up to 1967. I see 
here it star ts out with the traffic at Dulles last year of 56,000, and at 
Washington National of 4,892,000. They have projected tha t up to 
1967.

They have gotten both of those airports up on the basis of over 4 
million. And what has happened to Friendship in tha t time?

From 1,436,000 last year, it comes down to 1,076,000 this year, 
878,000 next year, 956,000, 1,042,000 in 1966,1,136,000 in 1967.

So while they are expanding, doubling the traffic at Dulles and 
Washington National, Friendship ends up by being 60 percent of 
what it  was 2 or 3 years before.

Mr. F riedel. Do you want to insert tha t for the record ?
Mr. C rane. Yes, sir.
(The  document referred to is as follows:)

Avia tio n F orecasts for Dul les I ntern ation al  Airport and W as hin gton  
National Airp or t, Calendar Years  1963 -67

Fed era l Aviation Agency, Bureau of National Capi tal Airports.  Business 
Analysis and F ore cas t Division. November 1962 

i. introduction

The forecasts presen ted herewi th were  prepa red by the Business Analys is and 
Forec ast  Division o f the  Bureau of Nat ional Cap ital  Airports a t th is  time  to coin-
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ci de  w ith  th e  op en ing of  the  New  D ulles  In te rn ati onal A ir port  a t C ha nti lly , Va.
The  ne w a ir p o rt  is ex pe cted  to  re ga in  fo r W as hi ng to n mu ch of th e  a ir  tra ffic 

th a t had  be en  di ve rted  to B alt im ore  as a di re ct  re su lt  of  th e  je t a ir  carr ie r 
a ir c ra ft  ba n a t W as hi ng to n N ational A irpo rt , an d th e  re la ti ve pro xi m ity of  
B al tim ore ’s F ri en dsh ip  A irpo rt . I t  is  al so  an ti c ip ate d  th a t some of  th e tra ffic 
curr en tl y  u ti li zi ng  W as hi ng ton N ational A irpor t will  be d iv er te d  t o  D ul les . Th is,  
in  tu rn , w ill  oi>en W as hi ng to n N ational to  g re a te r us ag e by el em en ts  of  ge ne ra l 
av ia ti on  (b us in es s,  co mm erc ial , and p ri v a te ),  an  ac ti v it y  th a t has been  se riou sly 
ha m pe re d by  co ng es tio n an d la ck  o f sp ac e a t th a t ai rp ort .

The  en ti re  fo re ca st  is ba se d on a  num be r of as su m pt io ns of  a  gen er al  nat ure . 
The se  m ay  be  summar ized  as fo ll o w s:

1. G en er al  eco nomy  of  N at io n re m ain s firm : Nor mal  gro w th  w ith  no se riou s 
re ce ss io ns  a nd  no sp ec ta cu la r “b u ll is h” tr en ds .

2. R el at iv el y  li tt le  ch an ge  in in te rn a ti o n a l p ic tu re : A lt ern ati ng  ri se s an d fa ll s 
in  tem po  of  cold w ar  ac co m pa nied  by  co nt in ui ng  “b ru sh  fir e” m il it a ry  ac tivi ties .

3. Con tinu ed  e xp er im en ta tion  w it h  a ir  f a re s by var io us  ca rr ie rs  w ith th e u su al  
co op er at io n of  the  Civil  A er onau tics  B oa rd  an d o th er carr ie rs , bu t w ith th e  u su al  
la ck  of  de fini tiv e re su lt s.

4. Con tinu ed  op er at io n of  W ash in gto n N at io nal  A irport  and  D ul le s In te rn a 
ti onal  A ir port  by th e B ure au  of  N ational C ap ital  Airj>ort s a s  a rm  of  th e  F ed er al  
A vi at io n Agency. Con tinu ed  opera ti on  of  F ri endsh ip  Airj> ort  by Bal tim or e 
A uth ori ty .

5. C on tinua tion  of pur e je t ban  a t  W as hi ng to n N at io nal  A ir p o rt : Th e fo re 
cast s sh ow  bo th  W as hi ng to n a ir p o rt s  indi vi du al ly , as well  as th e  comb ine d to ta l 
fo r th es e tw o m aj or civi l a ir  t e rm in als . The  f ore ca st s co ve r th e fol lowing m aj or 
a r e a s :
A ir c ra ft  o pe ra tion s A ir m ail  tra ffi c A ir  f re ig h t tra ffi c
Pas se nger tra ffic F ir st -c la ss  m ai l tra ffi c A ir  expre ss  t raffi c

II . BACKGROUND

A ir  tr ansp ort a ti on  in  th e  W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  ar ea , sp ec ifi ca lly  a t  W as hi ng to n 
N ational A irp or t, has  be en  se ri ou sl y im pa ired  in  re ce nt years  by  th e  ba n on 
tu rb o je t a ir c ra ft  im posed by  th e  FAA. As a  re su lt  of  th is  ba n,  a co ns id erab le  
vo lume of  tra ffi c which  wou ld  ord in ar ily  ut il iz e N at io nal  has bee n di ve rted  to 
F ri endsh ip  Airi>ort  in  B al tim ore . Thi s vo lume has  be en  var io usl y  es tim at ed  to  
ru n  as  low  as  on e- qu ar te r of  a  mill ion an d as  high  as  th re e-q uart ers  o f a mill ion 
pa ss en ge rs  an nu al ly . R egar dle ss  of  volum e, th ere  is  li tt le  do ub t, even  in B a lt i
mor e,  th a t th ere  has  be en  co ns id er ab le  di ve rs io n fr om  W as hi ng to n,  D.C., to  
B al tim or e.

B ec au se  of  th is  so m ew hat un iq ue  si tu at io n , it  is nec es sa ry  to  co mb ine th e 
traf fic a t N at io na l w ith th a t a t  B AL  (F ri endsh ip ) in  o rd er to  a rr iv e  a t an y in te l
li gen t an al ysi s of  gro w th  ra te s  an d gr ow th  p a tt e rn  in  th e  a re a  du ring th e la s t 
fe w  ye ar s.  I t  is  like w ise ne ce ss ar y to  an al yze  ea ch  a ir p o rt  se pa ra te ly  fo r th e 
p re je t e ra  to  es ta bli sh  so m e kin d of  co rn er ston e on w hi ch  to  bu ild  a “n orm al ” 
gr ow th  pa tt e rn  an d ra te . T his  is es se ntial  sinc e it  is al m ost  cert a in  th a t som e, 
if  no t al l, of  th e tra ffi c pre vio us ly  div er te d fr om  N at io nal  to  F ri en dsh ip  w ill  be 
re div er te d  from  F ri endsh ip  to  Dul les on a g ra dual ba si s,  comm encin g w ith th e 
op en ing of th a t ed ifi ce  in  mid-N ov em be r 1962, an d th a t some tra ffic a t N at io nal  
a ls o  w ill  be d iv er te d to  D ul le s.

The  key to th e vo lu m e of ac ti v it y  a t any a ir  c a rr ie r  a ir po rt , an yw he re , in 
cl ud in g Nat io na l, Dul le s,  and  Fri en ds hi p,  is th e  num ber  of pa ss en ge rs . T his  is 
th e  co nt ro lli ng  opera ti ng  s ta ti s ti c  us ed  by  th e  a ir li n es in  es ta bli sh in g th e ir  
sc he du le s an d p a tt e rn  o f se rv ic e a t an y loca tio n.

I I I . AIRCRAFT OPERA TIO NS TRENDS

A ir cra ft  op er at io ns a t  N at io na l ha ve  be en  lim ited  in  re ce nt yea rs  by  se ver al  
fa ct ors . Am ong  th es e a re  sp ac e lim itat io ns,  bo th  on  th e  gr ou nd  an d in  th e  a ir . 
th e  ch an ge ov er  by  c a rr ie rs  to  la rg er  a ir c ra ft , th e  ban  on  tu rb o je t a ir c ra ft , and 
th e  re du ct io n in  pu bl ic  de m an d fo r ca rr ie r se rv ic es  re su lt in g  from  th e je t ba n.

W ith th e op en ing of  D ul le s A irpor t fo r a ir  c a rr ie r  op er at io ns Nov em ber 19, 
1962. it  is  ex pe ct ed  th a t  th e ov eral l vo lume of  a ir c ra f t mov em en ts in  th e W ash 
ingt on  are a  will  in cre ase  su bst an tial ly . How ev er , ac ti v it y  a t N at io na l w ill , in  
al l pr ob ab ili ty , de cl in e so m ew ha t an d th en  lev el off. The  m od er at e ov er al l de
cl in e a t N at io na l will pro ba bl y be  th e ne t re su lt  of  in cr ea se s in  th e m il it a ry  and
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general  aviatio n categories of a lesser  magn itude  t han the  a nticipated decreases 
in the scheduled a irlin e category .

The decline in scheduled ai r ca rr ie r act ivity at  Nat iona l is projected to be a 
cont inuing one, re lated to  increased use by ca rriers  of j et  a ircr af t a nd bet ter  and 
more freque nt connecting schedules at  Dulles. More and more shuttle-type 
act ivi ties  are expected at  Nat ional along  with  increasing demand by general 
aviatio n ai rc ra ft  for modem fac iliti es. Such faciliti es have been limited since 
seve ral general  avia tion a irp ort s in the  W ashington area  have closed in the pas t 
few years. General aviat ion ai rc ra ft  operations are  forecasted to steadily  in
crease at  Nat ional through the  5-year fore cast period, and  beyond.

Mil itary and  general aviation ope rations  at  Dulles are  projected to commence 
almo st imme diate ly with the opening da te and to build quite  r apid ly. This, too. 
is rela ted  to the  congestion situa tio n at  National, the constan tly increas ing 
public demand for  such faci lities , the lack  of congestion at  Dulles, and  the avia
tion  public desir e to tr y out the new a irport .

In ter na tio na l ai r car rie r operations  are forecaste d to commence in the  spring 
of 1963 at  a level comparable to the 1962 summertime level a t Friendship.  
Through the  forecast  period, such ope rations  are  projected to increase  at  the 
ra te  of one add itional daily  roun d tr ip  each  year.

The actua l record for  the  last  5 cal endar years  at  Nat iona l and the forecast 
for  the nex t 5 ca lend ar years at  National  and  Dulles are  shown in tab le I (also, 
see cha rt I  of  appendix ).

Table I.—Na tio na l and Dulles  A irpo rt  ai rcra ft operations,  cal endar years 
1958-67

[ In  t housa nds]

C ale ndar yea r

N ati onal D ul le s

T o ta l
ar eaD om es 

tic
ca rr ie r

O th er T o ta l
D om es 

ti c
ca rr ie r

In te r
na ti onal
ca rr ie r

O th er T o ta l

1958________________ 219 62 281 281
1959________________ 249 60 309 309
1960____ ___________ 227 65 292 292
1961________________ 219 71 290 290
1962 i ______________ 205 79 284 2 1 3 287
196 31 ________ 180 77 257 36 2 13 51 308
1964 a _____ ____ _ 176 81 257 58 3 24 85 342
1 965« .. .......................... 172 85 257 68 4 32 104 361
1966 ’_________ 168 89 257 78 4 41 123 380
1967 »_______________ 164 93 257 87 5 50 142 399

1 11 m o n th s  a c tu a l,  1 m o n th  fo re ca st .
’ F ore ca st .

N o t e .—1962 a t  W as hin gto n  N ati onal A ir po rt  is  s ev er el y  d ep re ss ed  due to  p ro lo ng ed  s tr ik e  a gain st  la rg es t 
oper at or a t a ir p o rt . 1958 and  1961 we re  l ik ew is e depre ss ed  by  ai rl in e st ri kes,  h u t to  a su b sta n ti a ll y  le ss er  
de gr ee .

IV. PA SS EN GE R TRENDS

Forecasting is always a complicated and haza rdous assignment for  the  person 
performing the  function, whethe r in the field of air po rt traffic and  economics, 
wea ther  or any  other area . Neverthe less, care ful analysis  and forecastin g must 
be performed if the re is to be a  basic fundam ental foun dation for  sound short-  
and long-range planning.

Many d iver se factors must be considered in developing an estimate of expected 
passenger trends during the  period 1963-67. Ju st  to mention  a few, cons idera 
tion m ight  well be given to the following fa ct ors :

(1) Safety .
(2) Imp act  of new marketing tech niques.
(3) Businessmen a ir tr ave l com plaints.

1. Sa fe ty
This has  always been one of th e m ajo r aims and objectives of both Government 

and industry leaders and  concern is evidenced by these  recent s tatement s by well- 
known a via tion figures.
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The president of IATA (In tern atio nal  Air Transport Association) said at  the 
annual awards luncheon of the Flight Safety Council on December 6, 1962, “The 
real need of civil aviation today is not, in my opinion, supersonic transpor t but 
the establishment of a better saf ety  record at a cost that will still leave air 
travel accessible in its price." [Emphasis supplied.] He added, “the public is 
scared f ar  more by the frequency of accidents than impressed by optimistic reas
surances of sta tistics.”

W. A. Patterson, United’s president, contends the current three-abreast seats 
and narrow aisles in coach sections are unsafe.

Continental’s President Robert F. Six says, “The two biggest obstacles to air 
travel  are  fear and fare .”
2. New marketing techniques

On the plus side, it is certain that the industry will continue to propose and 
adopt new methods. United is pressing its single class of service concept and 
feels there will be a real public intere st in this move.

Another innovation which seems almost ready for implementation is a co
operative industrywide advertising program under ATA direction with a $5 mil
lion figure mentioned as th e out lay in 1963.
3. Businessmen air travel complaints

Print er’s Ink recently sampled a group of businessmen about air travel and 
came up with a list of complaints :

“Inadequate, uninformed, and for the most p art  uninterested counter and tele
phone personnel;

“Lost baggage—losing records aft er bookings are confirmed—bad connections;
“Delays not due to weather ;
“Bad service at ai rpor ts;
“Inadequate transportation  to and from airp or ts;
“Inadequate information on delays and not a lerting passengers until the last 

minu te;
“Food—contrary to airline claims, most passengers feel the food is bad, and
“Long walks from arriva l or departu re areas .”
After  weighing these and other considerations, it was concluded tha t there 

will surely be continued growth in domestic scheduled airline passenger traffic 
in the Washington metropolitan area  over the  next 5 years. The estimates in 
table II show that by calendar 1967, National and Dulles will handle a total 
of almost 8.3 million passengers compared with 4.9 million in calendar 1962. 
(See also chart II of appendix. )

Detailed discussion of the methodology used in arriving  at  these estimates 
appears in the appendix to thi s study.

Table II.—National and Dulles Airport passenger traffic, calendar years 
1958-61

[T h o u san d s o f en p la n in g  an d  dep la n in g  pas se ng er s]

C a le ndar ye ar

N a ti o n a l D ulles

T o ta l
ar eaD om es 

ti c
ca rr ie r

O th e r T ota l
D om es 

ti c
ca rr ie r

In te r 
na ti o n a l
ca rr ie r

O th er T o ta l

1958 . .  _____ _____ i 4,45 9 * 75 4,534 4,534
1959 _______________ 4,92 4 82 5,00 6 5,0 06
1960 ________________ 4.63 1 95 4,72 6 4,72 6
1961. . ................ ......... 4,53 1 115 4,646 4,6 46
1962 ».............................. 4.7 75 117 4.892 55 1 56 4,948
1963 ____ _______ 4.5 00 116 4,616 968 48 19 1,035 5,651
1964 3_______________ 4.400 119 4.519 1,796 90 36 1,922 6,441
1965 3_______________ 4,3 00 127 4.427 2,400 135 48 2,583 7,010
1966 3_______________ 4.200 134 4.334 3.046 197 61 3,304 7,638
1967 3 .............. ............... 4,1 00 141 4,241 3,7 38 275 75 4,088 8,3 29

i D iv is io n  b et w ee n ca rr ie r an d  o th e r  i s appro x im at e.
3 10 m o n th s  a c tu al , 2 m o n th s  fo re ca st .
• For ec as t.

V. CARGO TR EN DS

Air cargo, mail, express, and freight  combined, has been growing a t a very 
favorable rate during recent  years in the Washington area and this expansion
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is expec ted to continue thro ugh out  the forecast  period. Facto rs in this  growth 
are  a growing awareness by business  concerns of the potenti al benefits of ai r 
fre igh t in reducing inventory inve stment and a more att ract ive ra te  structur e.

Table II I shows an estimate of 168,100,000 pounds for calend ar 1967, an in
crease of 67 million pounds (67 perc ent ) over calendar 1962 (see also chart  I II  of 
appen dix ).

Table II I.—Total  enplaning and deplaning cargo, calendar years 1958-67
[T h o u san d s  o f p ou nd s]

C al en dar  y ea r N ati o n a l D ull es T o ta l

1958.........  ____  ______  _______________ 64,231 64,231
1959 71,99 9 71,999
I960  . - - _______ 80̂  030 80,030
1961. . . . ____ ____ 88,1 49 88,149
1962 i _______________________________________________________ 98,100 2,5 30 100,630
1963 2_______________________________________________________ 81,900 34,000 115,900
1964 2_______________________________________________________ 80, 080 50,620 130, 700
1965 2 . . .  ________________________________________________ 78,260 66, 240 144,500
1966 2______________ _____ _ . . ___________________________ 76,440 80,960 157,400
1967 s______________ ____ _ _______________________________ 74,620 93,480 168,100

1 10 m o n th s  ac tu a l,  2 m onth s fo re ca st .
2 F o re ca st .

Table II I- A .— Hai l, calendar  years 1958-67
[T h o u san d s  o f p ou nd s]

C a le n d ar year
A ir m ail F ir s t cl as s m ail

N ati onal D u ll e s T o ta l N a ti ona l D ulles T o ta l

1958 1 . 17,735 17,735 8,8 67 8,867
1959 > 20,247 20,247 10.124 10,124
1960 22 ,080 22’ 080 11,735 11,735
1961_________  ___ 25,487 25,487 12,340 12,340
1962 2____________ 26,100 480 26,5 80 12,600 518 13,118
1963 3____________ 23,400 8, 500 31,9 00 11,340 4,560 15,900
1964 3____________ 22,880 12, 520 35,400 11,088 6,612 17, 700
1965 3____________ 22,360 16,140 38,5 00 10, 836 8,364 19,200
1966 3 ____________ 21,840 19, 460 41,3 00 10,584 10,016 20,600
1967 3____________ 2i ; 320 21 ,90 0 43,3 00 10,332 11,368 21,700

1 D iv is io n  bet w een  ai rm ai l and  fi rs t cl as s m a il  e s ti m ate d . 
2 10 m o n th s  a c tu a l,  2 m onth s fo re ca st .
3 F o re cast .

Table II I-B.—Fre ight and express, calendar  years 1958-67
[T h o u san d s  of po un ds ]

C ale ndar ye ar
A ir  f re ig h t A ir  exp re ss

N at io nal D ulles T o ta l N ati onal D ulles T ota l

1958 > .. ................. 25,086 25,086 12,543 12,543
1959 i_______ 27' 752 27,752 13,876 13,876
1960 ___________ 29,332 29,332 16,883 16,883
1961_____  ___ 32' 734 32,73 4 17,588 17,588
1962 2 ____________ 39,700 550 40; 250 19,70 0 982 20, 582
1963 3____________ 31,500 13, 900 45^400 15,660 7,040 22.700
1964 3____________ 30,800 20, 900 51‘ 700 15,312 10,588 25, 900
1965 3____________ 30,100 27,800 57,90 0 14, 964 13,936 28,900
1966 3 ____________ 29,400 34, 300 63,70 0 14,616 17,184 31,800
1967 3 ....................... .. 28,700 40,000 68,70 0 14,268 20,132 34,400

’ D iv is io n  be tw ee n frei gh t an d  e xp re ss  e s ti m a te d .
* 10 m o n th s  a c tu al , 2 m onth s fo reca st .
* F ore ca st .
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;.  A ppe n d ix

M eth odology for  Sched ule d  P as se nger  an d Cargo F or ec as ts

V. APP ENDIX — METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPING THE FORECASTS

A. Sche duled domestic  passengers
1. An  an aly si s w as  mad e of  th e  vo lume of  en pl an in g pas se nge rs  a t B alt i

mor e F ri endsh ip  an d W as hin gt on N at io na l A irpor ts  in  a lt e rn a ti n g  ca le ndar  
and fis ca l year st ep s be ginn in g w it h  cale ndar  year 1952. T his  reve al ed  th a t 
fr om  cale ndar 1952 th ro ug h fis ca l 1959, N at io na l A irport  handle d  91 pe rc en t 
of  th e co mbine d are a  to ta l pas se neg er s in  each of  th e 14 pe riod s cove red . Sin ce 
th a t tim e,  in  five pr og re ss iv e st ep s,  th e  N at io na l A irport  sh are  de cl ined  to 80 
pe rc en t in  c al endar  1961.

C on cu rr en t w ith th is  divi sion  of  tra ffi c be tw ee n th e  tw o a ir po rt s,  th e com 
bine d to ta l of  th e tw o fe ll  fr om  5.5 pe rc en t of  to ta l do mes tic  U.S . en pl an em en ts  
in  ca le ndar 1952 to 5.2 pe rc en t in  cale ndar  1954. Fro m  ca le ndear 1954 un ti l 
ca le ndar 1961, th e comb ined  to ta l fl uc tu at ed  ar ound 5 per ce nt of  th e U.S.  to ta l, 
ra ng in g  a s  low as  4.8 p er ce nt a nd  a s  h ig h as  5.2 p er ce nt .

D uri ng  th e pe rio d th a t N ational ha nd led 91 per ce nt of  th e  a re a  to ta l,  th e 
aver ag e gr ow th  a t N at io na l in 6-mon th in cr em en ts  w as  4.17  pe rc en t per  st ep  
w hi le  a t F ri en dsh ip  it  w as  5.04 pe rc en t. Th e comb ined  a re a  in cr ea se  av er ag ed  
4.2 per ce nt pe r ste p. Sinc e fis ca l 1959  th e N at io nal  g ro w th  per st ep  h as  a ve ra ge d 
1.24 per ce nt whi le  F ri en dsh ip  has av er ag ed  21.18 pe rc en t. T he are a  to ta l ha s 
av er ag ed  3.72 pe rcen t.

2. W ith  th is  ba ck grou nd , a fo re cast  of  en pl an in g pas se nge rs  in  th e comb ine d 
W as hi ng to n- B al tim or e are a  w as pr ep ar ed  by ad din g 4 perc en t pe r step  in 
6-mon th in cr em en ts  to  th e ac tu a l lev el  ex pe rie nc ed  in  fis cal 1961. The  re su lt in g 
fig ur es  w er e th en  divi de d bet w ee n W as hi ng to n and B al tim ore  on an  80 /20 ba si s 
in  ca le ndar 1962 w ith  th e  div is io n in cr ea sing  in tw o- po in t st ep s to  88 /12  by 
ca le ndar 1964 an d re m ai ni ng  a t  th a t lev el th ro ugh out th e bala nce of  th e fo re ca st  
pe rio d.

3. A t th is  po int, th e  vo lume of en pl an in g pas se ng er s pro je ct ed  from  B al tim or e 
w as  dr op pe d from  fu r th e r co ns id er at io n  an d al l fu r th e r ef fo rt s dealt  w ith  th e 
W as hi ng to n po rt io n on ly.

4. The  nu m be r of pas se nger s pr oj ec te d to  be en pl an ed  a t W as hi ng to n a ir po rt s 
fo r th e  fo re ca st  pe rio d w as  do ub led in  ord er  to  a rr iv e  a t to ta l pa ss en ge rs .

5. The nex t st ep  in  th is  fo re cast in g  pr oc ed ur e w as  to  di vi de  th e W as hi ng to n 
pa ss en ge rs  be tw ee n D ul le s and  N at io nal  A irpo rt s.  In  o rd er to do  th is , som e 
ass um pt io ns  ha d to  be  mad e.  D uring th e fi rs t 6 m on th s of  cale ndar  1962, th e  
aver ag e nu m be r of pa ss en ger s per op er at io n a t N at io nal  w as  22.2 Con tin ui ng  
th ro ugh th e end of  1962 a t th is  ra te  wo uld re quir e a to ta l of  ap pro xi m at el y 
217,000  op er at io ns . T hi s appeare d  to  be  a re as onab le  exp ec ta tion fo r ca le ndar  
1962 in  vie w of  th e 227.000 in  1960, 219,000 in  1961, an d 108,000 in th e fi rs t ha lf  
of  ca le ndar 1962. An ass um ption w as  m ad e th a t ap pro xim at el y  50 op er at io ns  
per  day s (30  je t an d 20 p is to n en gine ) wou ld be  u ti li zi ng  D ul le s fo r th e  la s t 
6 wee ks  of  1962. A t av era ge lo ad s of  30 pa ss en ge rs  per  je t an d 20 pa ss en ge rs  
per pi ston -eng in e a ir  c a rr ie r a ir c ra ft , th es e 2,100  oper at io ns wo uld  ac co mmod ate  
54,600 pa ss en ge rs  in  ca le ndar 1962. Usin g kn ow n sc he du le s an d an ti ci pat ed  
re vi sion s,  it  was  est im at ed  th a t duri ng th e fi rs t 6 m on th s of  1963 an  av er ag e 
of  70 je t an d 42 pro pe ller  oper at io ns wo uld  u ti li ze  D ul le s da ily.  Th ese 20,384 
op er at io ns,  us in g th e sa m e lo ad s,  i.e., 30 a nd  20, re sp ec tive ly , wo uld ac co mmod ate 
535,080 pa ss en ge rs  r esu lt in g  i n a to ta l of  22,484 o per at io ns  and 589,680 p as se ng er s 
a t  D ul le s in fisc al 1963.

6. Fro m  th is  po in t on,  th e  av er ag e pas se ng er  load  per ope ra tion  a t D ul le s 
w as  in cr ea se d in 6 m o n th  in cr em en ts  from  th e  26.2 aver ag e in fisc al 1963 to  
43 in  ca le ndar  1967. A t th e  sa m e tim e, it  w as  as su m ed  th a t a g ra dual de cl in e 
in  pa ss en ge r vo lume wou ld  ta k e  plac e a t N at io nal  an d th e  vo lume w as  th ere 
fo re  pr oj ec te d to  de cl in e by  50.000 ev ery 6 m on th s fr om  th e pr oj ec te d fiscal 1963 
lev el . W ith th e load  per  oper at io n  a t W as hi ng to n N at io nal  A irport  pr oje ct ed  to  
re m ai n  st ea dy  a t 25 pas se nger s (l a te st  ex pe ri en ce ),  th e  nu m be r of  ope ra tions  
w as  pr oj ec te d to  st ead il y  de cl in e th ro ug h th e  ba la nc e of  th e  pe rio d.

7. W ith th e to ta l pas se nger s fo r th e tw o W as hi ng to n a ir po rt s fo re ca st ed  in  
ac co rd an ce  w ith p a ra g ra p h s  1, 2, 3. an d 4 above, and w ith  th e vo lume a t N a
ti onal A irpo rt  de te rm in ed  in  ac co rd an ce  w ith  para g ra p h  6, it  be came a m a tt e r 
of  st ra ig h t a ri th m eti c  to  p ro je c t th e pa ss en ge rs  a t bo th  a ir p o rt s fo r th e fo re ca st  
pe rio d.
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B. Scheduled international passengers
The forecast of international passengers is primarily  based on assumptions, 

because of the lack of any record of Washington as an international air  travel 
market. It  is felt, however, tha t the assumptions herein are reasonable and 
tha t the forecast in all probability may be on the conservative side.

M ith the number of international air  carr ier airc raf t operations forecasted as 
previously described in Section II I—Airc raft  Operations Trends, the average 
passenger load was projected at 25 passengers per operation during calendar 
year  1963. Thereaf ter, every 6 months, the average load was projected to in
crease by 10 percent.
C. Military  and general aviation passengers

Over an extended period of time, this  category of activity  has averaged 1.5 
passengers per  operation at National Airport.  This same average load was pro
jected to apply at both airports throughout the forecast period.

The results of the  foregoing passenger projections are shown in table II, along 
with the  actual record for the 5 previous years a t National Airport.
D. Aircargo

The statis tica l records of FAA are limited  insofar as cargo movements through 
National Airport  are  concerned. It  is only since the middle of 1959 th at detailed 
records of the four major components of cargo have been kept. These four com
ponents ar e airmail , first-class mail, ai r freight , and air express. Prio r to that  
time, the records were kept to show only two components, i.e., mail (ai r and 
first class combined) and cargo (fre ight  and express combined).

The volume of this traffic at  National Airpor t since 1954 has shown a constant 
increase in all categories each year. The rate  of annual increase for mail has 
ranged from 2 to 24 percent, averaging 15 percent. For freight and express, the 
rate  has ranged  from 5 to 23 percent, averaging 17 percent.

During the three fiscal years tha t detailed records have been kept, mail vol
ume has consistently been divided two-thi rds airmail and one-third first class. 
Other cargo has consistently been divided two-thirds freight and one third 
express.

In order to project future cargo volume, the forecasting methodology was 
as follows:

1. Using fiscal 1962 actual volume as a base, freight and express was increased 
each fiscal year  by a diminishing percentage, i.e., 17, 15, 13, 11, and 9 percent, 
respectively. Mail was increased by 14, 12, 10, 8, and 6 percent, respectively. 
The resulting figures were in each case, divided two-thirds and one-third in order 
to a rrive at the total cargo volume in each of the four categories for the Wash
ington area. Calendar year estimates were placed midway between fiscal year 
estimates.

2. Based on histor ic trends and cur rent levels, the average load per operation 
at National Airport was projected at 130 pounds of airmail, 63 pounds of first- 
class mail, 175 pounds of freight, and 87 pounds of express.

3. The volume of cargo at  Dulles was projected to be the difference between 
paragraphs 1 and 2 above. This results in average loads of 225 pounds of air 
mail, 121 pounds of first-class mail, 368 pounds of freight  and 186 pounds of 
express at  Dulles in the first full yea r of operation—calendar 1963. These 
average loads increase to 239, 124, 435, and 219 pounds, respectively, by calendar 
1967, the las t period forecast.

4. The resul ts of this procedure for  calendar years 1963 through 1967 are 
shown in table III , along with the a ctual record for calendar vears 1958 through 
1962.
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T able A-l .—Washington passenger traffic  compared with U.8. scheduled 
domestic  airline traffic, calendar years 1958-67 

[T ho us an ds  of passengers]

Ca len dar y ear
W ash ing ton  
me tro po lit an  

area  1

U.S .
dome stic 
traffic  ’

Pe rcen t
W ash ing ton

of
Uni te d State s

1958____ _______________ ________________________ ________ 4, 534 48,300 9.4
1959____ ______________ _____ _______________ ____________ 5,006 54,950 9.1
1960_______  __________________ _____ ______ ______ 4,726 56.350 8.4
1961..................................................................... . .................................. 4,646 56,950 8.2
1962 3........................................................................................................ 4,948 60,000 8.2
1963 3___________ ____ _______________________ ___________ 5,651 64.700 8.7
1964 3_______________________ ____________________ ____ ___ 6,441 67, 850 9.5
19653,__________________ _____ _____________ ____ ________ 7,010 71,2.50 9.8
1966 3_____________ _________________________________ ____ 7,638 74,500 10.3
1967’ . . ____  ________ __________ _____ _____________ 8,329 77,500 10.7

1 Enp la ni ng  an d de pla nin g t ota l for Dul le s a nd  Nat iona l Airpo rts .
1 E np la ned  passengers.
* For ecas t for U.S . dome stic t raf fic  is m id poin t of th e pu bl ish ed  fiscal y ea r da ta .

T able  A-2.—Year  2000 projections for  the Nat iona l Capi tal region

It em 1960 2000

Pop ul at io n_______________________________ ______ _____________________ 2,000,000 5,000,000
T ota l empl oy men t ____________  ______________________________________ 875,000 2,200,000
Fe de ra l c iv ili an  em pl oy m en t_____ ____ __ __________ _____ _____ _________ 250,000 450,000

Sou rce : “ A Pl an  for th e Yea r 2000—T he N at io n’s C ap ital ,”  re po rt  pr ep ared  by  N C P C  an d N C R P C  
(1961).

T able  A-3.—U.S. popula tion  and industria l production projections

Year

U.S . p op ulat ion (in  mill ions) Fe de ra l 
Reserve 

Board  index 
of i nd us tr ia l 
prod uc tio n 
(1957=100)

To ta l Urb an

1920........................................................................................................... 105.7 54.2 26
1940........... ................................................... . .......................................... 131.7 74.4 44
1960 ........................ . ..................................................... ......................... 179.5 125.5 108
1980 1........................................................ ............................................... 245.0 174.0 227
2000 1......................................................................................................... 331.0 248.0 470

1 Midd le- ran ge pro jec tions  used  b y  Res ources  for t he  Futu re  sta ff an d co ns ul tant s in  its  c om pre hensive  
ap praisa l of  pro spect s for t he  U.S . eco nomy .

Source:  R esources  for th e  F u tu re —Ann ua l Re po rt 1961 (Decem ber 1961), Resources fo r th e Futu re , Inc.
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C har t I
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Chart II
FEDE RA L AVIATION AGENCY 

BUREAU OF NATIONAL CAPITAL AIRPORTS 
NUMBER OF PASSEN GER S
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Chart I I I

FE DERAL  AVIATION AGENCY 

BUREAU OF NATIONAL CAPITAL AIRPORTS
POUNDS OF  CARGO
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Mr. F riedel. Thank  you, Mr. Crane.
Mr. Barnes, Baltimore Association of Commerce.

STATEMENT OF KARL J. GRIMM, TRANSPORTATION DIRECTOR, 
BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE

Mr. Grimm. Mr. Chairman, I  am Kar l J. Grimm, the transporta
tion direc tor of the  Balt imore Association of Commerce.

I submitted, last May, a form al statement  on the position of the 
association on this question:  That statement is reproduced in the 
printed records of the hearings  of May 2, 3, and 4.

The position of the Association of  Commerce of Baltimore today is 
the same as i t was then.

The two things  tha t I  desire to speak on at the present time are, 
first, this  question of conflict of interest which has been tossed around 
here all morning and most o f the  afternoon.

Mr. Halaby,  on page 8 of his statement, stated that  he did not be
lieve tha t there was a conflict of interest, either in theory or in practice.

Now, I have the highest rega rd for Mr. H alaby,  and his integri ty, 
and I will take at full face value his s tatement that there has never 
been any effort to—on t he pa rt of the Federa l Aviation Agency—to 
exert any pressure in this situat ion whatsoever.

The fact remains, and it is a very plain fact, that there is no need for 
anyone to exert any pressure. No one denies that the Federa l Aviation 
Agency has certain regu latory powers over the ai rlines. And so long 
as those regulary  powers exist, it is only ordin ary human nature to 
expect tha t the airlines  will come before the Federal Aviation Ad
min istra tor on bended knees. He won’t have to ask for anything. 
They will suggest.

I t reminds me very much of  the s ituation I ran into in a small town 
in which I  lived a few years  ago, where the circuit judge for the county 
was also the  vice president of one of the two banks. I  don’t need to  
say which one of the two banks was by far the stronger. Nor do I 
need to say that  that  bank had an extremely excellent collection record. 
1 remember I go t a li ttle  behind a couple of days on a note, and I got a 
call from the judicial  chambers, advising  tha t perhaps it would be 
best i f I made that payment.

Now, the bills which have been introduced  by the chairman and 
Mr. Long, and others, creating the Board, an independent board to 
operate Washington  ai rpor ts, have been criticized largely on the point 
tha t the bills themselves do not—do no thing  more than create a bare 
skeleton board without detailing what its powers and duties shall be.

In tha t connection, a t the hearings last year, there were introduced 
some amendments to these bills which I prepared. Those amend
ments are, of course, not the whole answer to the question. But we felt 
at the time that they at least furnished some st art ing  point by which 
the committee could consider filling out the flesh of the bills tha t had 
been offered.

From our standpoin t, the problem here is not one of whether  the 
Washington airport should be administered by a corporation  or by 
an independent board.

The real question here comes down to one o f conflict of interes t— 
whether it is real or  potential.

98 -1 55—C3
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The potential certa inly will exist so long as the Federal Aviation 
Administration  has any regulatory power over the airlines.

Tha t concludes my statement.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Grimm, 1 want to thank  you.
I know your views of last year, I assure you tha t when the com

mittee considers these bills your amendments will be considered.
Mr. Grimm. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Hemphill. No questions.
Thank you, sir.
Mr. Friedel. Thank  you very much.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES ALLEN, CHAIRMAN, MARYLAND STATE 
AVIA TION  COMMISSION

Mr. Allen. Mr. Chairm an, my name is Charles B. Allen, I am 
chairman of the Mary land State Aviation Commission, I am here 
merely to make a very short statement, to confirm the statements tha t 
have been made by Mr. Crane, representing the  Baltimore City Ai r
port Board, and others, in support and in favor  of the bill under 
consideration.

We of the State aviation commission are as much and as vitally  
interested  in the. successful operation of Friendship Airp ort as are 
the people from the city of Baltimore and the surrounding counties.

We feel that aviation service and transpo rtation to the communities 
of Maryland is much more impor tant now than it has been in the past. 
We are confident in our own minds tha t the operation of the two air 
port s in serving the city of Washington under an independent board 
will render us a position where we can at least receive favorable t rea t
ment without any regard to the financial, economic, or other opera
tions of the a irpor ts as we fear and feel we have received under the 
operation  of the airports  by the Federal Aviation Agency.

We are of the opinion th at the three a irpor ts now serving the Bal ti
more-Washington area, while they may not be needed to their  full 
caj >acity at the present time, will at some time in the future be 
needed to meet the demands and ultimately there will be an addi
tional airport needed to serve the Bal timore-Washington complex.

We are very much distressed at the apparent program that is now 
in activation. We have lost a number of flights. We are not receiving 
adequate air transporta tion within the State of Maryland at Friend
ship or at our o ther communities. The State has just recently com
pleted a survey of air transportation within the State  of Maryland. 
This is a matter of record with this committee. It  is also a matter of 
record with the Congress and with the White House.

We are hopeful tha t we can be placed in a position where the air 
lines t ha t serve the city of Baltimore  will for once accent the ir public 
service responsibility and give the State of Maryland, through  
Friendship , and through our o ther communities, the services to which 
we are  entitled, services which we are not at the presen t time, in the 
opinion of  the State of Maryland, receiving.

Thank you very much.
Mr. F riedel. Thank  you very much, Mr. Allen.
Mr. Carleton Massey, county executive o f Fa irfax  County.
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STATEMENT OF CARLETON MASSEY, COUNTY EX EC UT IVE OF 
FA IR FA X COUNTY, VA.

Mr. Massey. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
My name is Carleton Massey, county executive of F air fax County.
You will recall perhaps that  I appeared here in May, as most of 

the others tha t have appea red before you this afternoon have indi
cated. And the statements made at tha t time are basic to the ones 
I would like to ask you to consider  today. And I will not repeat them 
in tha t fashion.

I appear here on behalf of the board of county supervisors  of F ai r
fax County, Va., interested solely in the portion  of th e mat ter before 
you th at deals with the u ltima te use of the ai rpo rt access road.

Our board has consistently, working with representatives of the 
Fede ral Aviation Agency, fel t tha t this must and should be retained 
prim arily as an access road serving its prime purpose, at the same 
time serving the community in any fashion which would be possible 
tha t would not interfere with this main purpose of rapid  tran sit 
between the District and the airport, and other areas  served by the 
airport.

We had understood from the beginning, reiterated again 2 years 
ago by Mr. Halaby, tha t there was ample right-of-way acquired for 
this  road to be used at a late r da te by some other agency which could 
afford or could arrange to construct service roads along either side 
of the two center lanes t ha t now exist, or the center lanes going to the 
airport.  This is our sole concern today—that  nothing be done here 
tha t will prevent the use of tha t right-of-way as we have always 
understood it would be made available under appropr iate  conditions, 
the details of which I  think  would not necessarily be appropr iate to 
go in to th is afternoon.

Mr. Chairman, really that  covers everything that I have to say 
to you.

This road has as a major barrier , of course, separated  numerous 
communities of Fa irf ax  County, land and people, for miles, where 
they might  have been next door neighbors a few years ago. We have 
felt tha t this is progress , and that  we must live with it. We feel th at 
these access roads alongside the main road would help remove this 
barrier  from that standpoint, permit people to underpass where the 
underpasses now exist.

And, of course, we would like to utilize the main road for main 
traffic, including local traffic to such extent as it would not be de tri
mental to the airpor t traffic.

I thank you.
Mr. H emphill. 1 thin k you made a very fine statement. I would 

like to ask you one question:
Does Fa irfa x County have zoning?
Mr. Massey. Yes; it does.
Mr. Hemphill. The area around the airport and adjacent to the 

access road, is it zoned in any way ?
Mr. Massey. Yes; al l of Fair fax  County is zoned.
Mr. H emphill. H ow are those portions  zoned that are adjacen t to 

the right-of-way of the access road ?
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Mr. Massey. Primarily, without undertaking to tell you specifically 
in specific locations, the general area through which the access road 
now passes will be zoned for  what we call low density residential de
velopment, with the exception of a substantial plan of development in 
the Reston area, with which I  am sure you are famil iar, which con
templates  industrial , commercial, h igh density, low density, and the 
general grouping of a planned community.

Mr. Hemphill. Does your zoning contemplate the use of jet air 
cra ft, takeoff and landing, of a ll of the runways of Dulles?

Does it  take into consideration the fact tha t the jets are going to 
be coming in and going out over people who are going to be screaming 
about noise abatement 10 years from now ?

Mr. Massey. Very definitely; yes.
Mr. H emphill. I just wonder how soon we are going to  have some 

Virginians up here crying about noise abatement.
Mr. Massey. I could not comment on that now.
I  am hopeful tha t the experience may not be as bad as the antici

pation in some quarters.
Mr. H emphill. You wait unt il you get some of these people up here 

that  have taken the Federal money, and built a fine Federal airport, 
and then put the houses underneath i t, and come up here and act as if 
we have done them a great injustice.

I want to ask you one other question.
I believe you said th at Mr. Halaby stated some years ago that  those 

portions of the right-of-way which are not used primarily for the 
access highway itself would be made available for roads to run along
side the access highway.

Mr. Massey. I don’t think  I made tha t positive a statement. I said 
he stated in a letter to Senator Byrd , in 1961, tha t this  was an ap
proach to providing service, and he would be del ighted to cooperate 
in that fashion.

Mr. Hemphill. Is there room there for that  ?
Mr. Massey. He so stated in tha t letter; yes, sir.
Mr. H emphill. If  tha t were made available to Fa irfax County 

and/o r the S tate of Virg inia, who would undertake the responsibility 
of put ting  in the extra strips  of road ?

Mr. Massey. It would almost of necessity have to be the Common
wealth of Virginia, since they are the only roadbuilders in Fairfax  
County. The county does not build or mainta in roads.

Mr. H emphill. Thank you.
Mr. F riedel. Thank you very much, Mr. Massey.
Mr. Jack Klingel,  admin istrator, F airfax  County Development and 

Economic Committee.
Mr. Livingston Goddard, chairman,  Highways Committee, Fair fax 

Chamber of Commerce.

STATEMENT 0E LIVINGSTON GODDARD, CHAIRMAN, HIGHW AYS 
COMMITTEE, FAIRF AX CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. Goddard. Mr. Chairman, my name is Goddard, Livingston 
Goddard. I live in Fai rfax  County. I am here representing the 
Fairfa x Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. Halaby  said this morning tha t to the people of Fa irfa x County, 
the limited access characteristic of the Dulles Highway was unpleas-
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ant, unpopular, and onerous. And I  think that  very able public 
servant did express accurately the opinion of the Fairfa x residents.

Now, I am not here, sir, to discuss the question of access to the  pave
ment, to the paved road. I think tha t issue has been discussed at great 
length over the last couple of years, an d there is nothing I can add, or 
any organization can add to the discussion.

It  would seem to me that  this big, beautiful empty road, on the basis 
of the conversation this morning, is going to be empty for quite a lot 
of time ahead. But I  am addressing myself to section 7 of the bill 826.

The Fa irfax  County Chamber of Commerce has  authorized me to 
propose for  your consideration an amendment to tha t—to section 7. 
And section 7, of course, is that  pa rt of the act, or th e bill that we are 
discussing today tha t relates to the limited access highway, to the 
Dulles Highway.

And the proposed amendment that I will leave with the clerk and 
with you, reads briefly as follo ws:

The Corporation or any other  Federal  agency as successor is directed to tra ns
fer to the State of Virginia or any appropriate agency thereof upon the applica
tion of such agency the rights-of-way adjoining and parallel to the Dulles access 
road, heretofore constructed and to be constructed, to enable the construction of 
additional highway lanes within the right-of-way required for and parallel to 
such access road to meet local traffic needs.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hemphill,  the purpose of submitting this pro 
posal is really in line with what the Representative from Virginia, Mr. 
Broyhi ll, saicl this morning. He stated—and everything that  we have 
heard  today confirms that statement—that Virginia is ready to accept 
the obligation of construc ting those additional rights-of-way, to give 
relief to the residents of Fa irf ax  County.

This, in our humble opinion, would be an active magnificent s timu
lus to the economy. And  it is something that we hope tha t this  
committee will incorporate  in any legislation tha t it passes, or tha t 
Congress does pass, directing the Federal  Aviation Agency to support 
the new Corporation, t o tran sfer  those rights-of-way to Virginia.

That is my statement. I am most appreciat ive of the opportunity of 
being able to be here and give it to you, sir.

Mr. Friedel. Tha nk you, Mr. Goddard.
Any questions ?
Mr. Hemphill. My recollection of section 7 of the bill—because 

my attention was called  to  it  this  morning—I will have a copy of the  
bill in just a second.

Mr. Goddard. Section 7, page 8, Mr. Hemphill.
I think  the real guts of the difference that we propose is the change 

from “authorize” to “direct.”
Mr. Hemphill. “Under mutually acceptable terms and conditions,” 

is the way section 7 at  present reads. And that  is the pa rt I  w ant to 
direct your attention to.

If  we use your word “direc t” instead of “authorize” and at  the 
same time instead of saying “under mutually acceptable terms and 
conditions,” wrote into that section language  which would say in effect 
“under such conditions as will preserve the presently constructed roads 
as limited access roads,” would tha t accomplish the same purpose ?

Mr. Goddard. Well, if it does accomplish the purpose—and I  thin k 
tha t you have analyzed it correctly—this would certainly  be acceptable 
to Fairfax.
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I think tha t the objective would be to leave untouched or unchanged 
the limited access characteris tic of the road for all the reasons th at 
were s tated today.

Rut that when it comes to the question of the outside lanes, the add i
tional rights-of-way, then Virginia should have its opportunity  to 
build on those rights-of-way, or if the agency tha t will direct the 
affairs of the Federal airpor t road is trans ferred to some other agency, 
that whatever other agency gets the right  to control the road, it  should 
be directed to tu rn over the outside lanes to Virginia—without chang
ing the present intent of Congress regard ing the limited access portion 
of the present pavement.

Mr. Hemphill. Of course, my question then would naturally be— 
when you speak of “outside lanes'’—I had not heard  t ha t term used 
before.

Would those outside lanes be contiguous to the lanes presently in 
existence?

Mr. Goddard. Yes. That whole right-of-way is 400 feet.
Mr. Hemphill. If  they are contiguous and touching you destroy the 

limited access features.
Mr. Goddard. I think the  FAA representative here can clarify tha t, 

from a technical engineer ing point of view. But  my understanding 
always has been this was contemplated, this was intended, and tha t 
the outside lanes can be so constructed so as not to interfere with the 
limited access portion of the so-called inner lanes.

Mr. H emphill. Thank you.
Mr. F riedel. Thank you very much.
Mr. F riedel. We have with us Congressman Lankford.  I will call 

on him at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPR ESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. Lankford. Mr. Chairman, I  have no prepared statement. I felt 
that much of what I would say has already been said, except tha t I 
want to emphasize some fac ts as to the conflict of in terest  between the 
jobs of FAA  as a regulato ry agency and tha t as an operating agency 
of two airports.

Mr. Chairman, I know you will remember in  a meeting with Mr. 
Halaby when he said that  his job was to make Dulles Airp ort pay, 
and tha t he was going to use every means he could to make it pay.

Now, we cannot point to any specific instances of pressure, except 
that  the Chairman of the CAB, Mr. Boyd, said th at if an airline want
ed to be certified as serv ing Washington, they would have to fly into Dulles.

Now, we know that a gre at percentage o f the people who fly out of  
the Washington area are closer to Friendship  Airpor t than they are 
to Dulles Airport. This, in itself, seems to me is pressure, which takes 
away the  convenience of ai r travel from the trav eling  public.

Let me just emphasize one th ing, when we are on the question of influence.
The British Overseas A irway Corp., which did shi ft their entire 

operation to Dulles during the  first week of March, gave as their reason 
for shif ting  to Dulles, “The FAA  has pointed out clearly and em-
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p>hatically that Chantil ly will be the official j et airp ort for the Na
tional Capitol.”

Now, here we have it righ t in black and white—despite the fact 
tha t a great,  great percentage of the people who fly out of the National 
Capi tal area are closer to Fr iend ship  than they are to Dulles.

Now, we are no t asking any prefe rent ial treatm ent for Friendship, 
as you well know. We simply ask tha t Friendship be put on equal 
basis with National and Dulles.

And we ask that this be accomplished by set ting up an independent 
board, which would run Washington National Airp ort, and the Dulles 
Internat iona l Airport, and take these operations out from under the 
Federal Aviation Agency, which is in a position to channel either 
directly  or indirectly traffic into Dulles Airport.

Mr. Chairman, this is all I have to say. I am sure th at  much of it  is 
repetition . But I cannot emphasize how strongly I feel, and how 
strongly the people of Maryland  feel, how strongly the Governor of 
Mary land feels that  we are  f rankly  ge tting the short, end of the stick 
on this, and tha t the people who are closer to Friendsh ip than they 
are to Dulles are not getting the service which they deserve and need.

Mr. Friedel. I want to th ank  you for your very fine statement. I 
think you have brought out precisely but briefly w hat we have been 
covering all morning and afternoon.

Mr. H emphill. No quest ions, thank you.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Joseph Gearhart, representative o f Herndon, Va.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH GEARHART, REPRESENTING THE TOWN 
OF HERNDON, VA.

Mr. Gearhart. Mr. Chairman , gentlemen, I want to thank you fo r 
hear ing me. I represent the town of Herndon, Va., which, as you 
know, is the only littl e town tha t is more or less astride  the Dulles 
access highway.

At the time the land was acquired for this highway, there was 
sufficient land acquired by the Government to provide two ramps to 
and from the airpor t at. the intersection of Route 657. There was 
also acquired sufficient land in the opposite direction to go to and 
from Washington, again a t the intersect ion of Route 657.

There has been a lot said this morning about the past, perhaps 
misunderstanding of the past Administra tor, and the fact tha t Mr. 
Halaby has inher ited—and I must concur that he has inherited—a 
rather difficult situation  there.

It  is apparen t th at  Mr. Halaby is maintain ing the policy of his 
predecessor, because I  don't believe he has any other choice under the 
present circumstances.

I do not believe tha t i t was ever the in tent tha t th is roadway, which 
should be on a nonaccess basis, a t a l ater  date, when the  a irpo rt is in 
full operation, tha t it should be tha t way. But  to deny the people 
of Herndon, the only little  community access and egress to this ai r
port access road to Washington is something tha t we would like you 
to consider changing in your future bills.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Hemphill. I s Herndon incorporated?
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Mr. Gearhart. Yes, sir.
Mr. H emphill. Are you the mayor?
Mr. Gearhart. No, sir. I have been appointed by the mayor to 

represent him.
Mr. Hemphill. I s thi s the only way you can get to Washington ?
Mr. Gearhart. No, sir. There were some other  roads, and they 

still  are in existence, that  were used prior to the existence of the Dulles 
Airpor t.

Mr. H emphill. Are ther e any roads not being used to get from 
Herndon to Washington now tha t were being used before they built 
the access road ?

Mr. Gearhart. I beg your  pardon ?
Mr. Hemphill. Are ther e any roads you don’t use now to get back 

and forth  to Washington tha t you did use ?
Mr. Gearhart. No. Frankly , Mr. Hemphill , what most of the 

people in Herndon do is pe rhaps what was re ferred to this morning 
by Mr. Ilalaby . Originally there were U-turns there, which have 
been chained off. Th at we know. In  fact, it is a little  bit of a 
dangerous  situation, because Herndon is the only community on this 
highway tha t can offer th e necessary medical facilit ies in the event 
ther e is an accident on thi s road, which there were quite a few th is 
pas t winter. And those people had no opportuni ty at all to turn 
around on the once-upon-a-time provided U-turns, which have now 
been chained off.

Now, from a traffic standpoint, it is obviously not proper to use 
U-turns to go toward the airport, make a U-turn, and go to turn.  
Wh at the people do now, they frankly drive up to the airport, which 
is approximately a mile and a half away, go over the bridge, and 
come back to Washington. It  is the only method they have to go to 
Washington. Because the othe r roads tha t were in existence before, 
gran ted, have been considerably deteriora ted throu gh the last two or 
three winters. And, of necessity, when a good highway is there, on 
which there is practically  no traffic at all, except on Sunday,  when we 
see visitors going by, it is only human tha t the people in tha t area 
want to try  to use that highway.

Mr. Hemphill. Thank you very much.
Mr. F riedel. Thank you.
I would like to make one poin t righ t now.
We believe in fa ir competi tion. I ju st want to show how Maryland 

has been treating  Dulles A irport  and Friendship A irport.
Our State  road commission, the Maryland State Roads Commission, 

are building a beltway around Maryland tha t leads into Virginia. 
They have completed the end that  leads into Virginia, to go over the  
bridge, to go to Dulles, but they have not completed the beltway that  
will lead to the Baltimore-Washington-Friendship Road. We have 
been more than fair. In  fac t, we have made it easier for people to get 
to Dulles than to get to Friendsh ip and this was done by our State 
roads commission.

Mr. Hemphill. Not only is it fai r—but you have echoed what I  said 
this morning about the ingenui ty o f Virginia  in gett ing things out of 
other  people.

Mr. Friedel. Now, we have the Honorable Armis tead L. Boothe, 
Virg inia  State senator, from Alexandria, Va.
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STATEMENT OF HON. ARMISTEA D BOOTHE, VIRG INIA STATE 
SENATOR, ALEXANDR IA, VA.

Mr. B oothe. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hemphill, first of all, sir, I want 
to point out tha t for a long time Maryland has gotten a great deal 
from Virginia, s tart ing in the time of  King Charles, when you got all 
the way up to the low watermark  on the Virginia shore, on the Potomac 
River.

I am happy to say we are sharing that  now.
Before making a very b rief statement, I would like—Mr. Hemphill, 

you have shown a grea t deal of interest today in the zoning around 
the airport. And I think Carleton Massey misunderstood your ques
tion to some extent.

Actually, both Fai rfax County  and Loudoun County, one in the 
10th Dist rict and one in the 8th District, do have excellent zoning 
laws. Fai rfax, particularly, has zoned the area around the airport 
indus trially , so as to give a wide buffer strip there  for  the planes 
taking off from the runways, so there will be no complaints.

One o f the satellite cities which is contemplated, Reston, is so con
structed between the runways  that  the flights will not go over it. Tha t 
will be one of the b iggest residential areas righ t near there.

Mr. H emphill. Thank you.
Mr. Boothe. Gentlemen, in a very few minutes today, I want to 

say I am here as a citizen of northern Virginia, interested in section 
7 of this bill, H.R. 826.

Section 7 is the one which would make possible the use by the nor th
ern portion of V irginia of what has been referred  to as the four out
side lanes. I think  we should  say th at when the right-of-way for the 
Dulles Ai rpor t road was acquired, i t was acquired 400 feet wide. The 
bridges which have been built  in most instances, not only span the 
fou r inside lanes, as we call them, two going east an d two going west, 
but  a re wide enough to span four more lanes. They would not quite 
be continguous, or adjoin ing. There would be s trips between them. 
And I think  tha t is a most impor tant point for you to know.

In other words, they would not go into each other.
The thing which impresses me about this proposal—incidentally, 

the State Highway Commission of Virgin ia, Hon. II. H. Preacher 
Harris , has told  the FA A tha t Virginia  would be interested in acquir
ing these four outside lanes, in the outside rights-of-way. And both 
the commissioner and the Governor off the record have indicated it 
would make a very good location for a toll road which would be self- 
sustaining.

Now, a request has been made, informal request, by Mr. Ha rris of 
the FAA  for the turnin g over of  these lanes. And as the FAA has 
pointed out, they would certainly want to know that the roads were 
fully designed, engineered, and funded. And if these things  were 
done, these requirements met, and a proposition placed before them, 
it certainly would be considered—I do not say it would be accepted.

Gentlemen, this is one of these happy proposals which are too few in 
legislative halls, where everybody could be made happy, at no expense 
to the Federa l Government—if we can be certain that section 7 of th is 
bill, even in its present form, or perhaps slight ly modified, could be 
passed.
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FA A would be happy, because i t would retain the four  inside lanes 
for exclusive use of the airport as an air road. The traffic would be 
unimpeded, it would be through and express traffic. Virginia would 
be happy , because it would then have an opportunity, along with the 
responsibility, to build a v ital link in its 50,000-mile highway system 
in an area where it is most gre atly  needed, and where the burdens of 
traffic are the heaviest.

Thirdly, northern Virg inia, including Fairfax County, Herndon, 
Loudoun County, will be happy, to  get a road to relieve the f rus trat ing 
and the incredible traffic congestion on their  highways. And to get 
a road for once which at the time it is needed, instead o f 10 years too late.

And, fourth ly, the taxpayers will be happy because V irginia does 
plan to construct a four-lane limited access road, not at the general 
expense, but as a toll road, a facil ity which will pay for  itself.

Congressman Broyhill, I understand , this morning, from what he 
told me, called the Commissioner yesterday and confirmed this himself.

Actually , I think we would even make the Air  Transport As
sociation happy. They tes tified they didn’t want it put into the cost 
of the airport. And i f th is were done, the cost of the  highway along 
the four  other lanes and the rights-of-way could be taken out of the cost of the airport.

Baltimore, I believe, Mr. Friedel, would not be unhappy, because 
its citizens would perhaps be even positively happy to know th at only 
four  lanes would be made available to Dulles, and we won’t be making 
eight, lanes available to them in the definite future.

Lastly , and mostly, Congress would be happy, because all these 
benefits can be bestowed and all these blessings bestowed without one 
penny’s cost to the Federal Government.

And I want you to consider, Mr. Hemphill, this is an example of 
Virg inia ’s ingenuity to gett ing something built at no expense to you, 
and where we are using our ingenuity , not  to get 100-percent aid, but 
zero-percent aid from the Federal Government.

Mr. H emphill. T compliment the gentleman on being a living ex
ample of that ingenuity.

Mr. F riedel. Sir—you said everybody would be happy—the FAA, 
you mentioned various towns of  Vi rginia , and you presumed that  the 
people in Maryland would be happy. But you have not said one word 
about Friendsh ip being happy. I don’t think F riendship would be so 
happy.

Mr. B oothe. Well, sir, i f you continue this hearing  un til tomorrow 
morning. I will be back here, and overnight I will th ink up some way 
to make Friendship happy.

Air. F riedel. Are you opposed to the bill T sponsor, or in favor of 
it, or the airpo rt corporation bill—or are you only interested in the access roads?

Mr. Boothe. We are interested really only in the access roads.
Mr. F riedel. You are not in favo r of e ither bill or against it, but 

just want to make sure you have use of the access roads ?
Mr. Boothe. You put—if you put me on the spot and made me 

answer the question, I would do it for you. All we want is this:
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Regardless of what form the bill or bills go through , just have this 
section 7 in.

Mr. F riedel. You speak of th is 400-foot highway, and say the FAA 
is using half of it?

Mr. Boothe. Yes, sir. They are using the inside part.
Mr. F riedel. 200 feet on each side you would want ?
Mr. Boothe. No, sir. Actually, as I  understand—the whole righ t 

of way is 400 feet. They are now using approximately  150 feet in 
the middle.

Mr. Friedel. In  other words, what you are asking for is part of 
each side of the road, is that  correct ?

Mr. Boothe. Yes, sir. The rights of way have already been bought.
Mr. F riedel. I understand. But they would be squeezed right there 

in the middle, and they couldn’t expand because you would be on both 
sides.

Mr. Boothe. Mr. Friedel, i t would not be squeezed. There is plenty 
of room for two lanes going west and two lanes going east outside of 
the existing lanes. You have got a median strip now, and two lanes 
west and two east.

You would have two more median strips outs ide of those lanes, and 
beyond that two more lanes still. And in most instances bridges span 
all of that.

Mr. F riedel. Thank you very much.
The meeting is now adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 3:20 p.m., the committee recessed, subject to the 

call of the Chair.)
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TH URS DAY, MA RC H 28,  196 3

H ou se  of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
S ubc om mit te e on  T ra ns po rt at io n an d A er on au tics

of  t h e  C om mit te e on  I nte rs ta te  an d F or eig n C om mer ce ,
Was hington, D.G.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:05 p.m., in room 
1302, Longworth Building, Hon. John  Bell Williams (chairman of 
the subcommittee) p residing.

Air. Williams. The committee will come to order, please.
Thi s afternoon the committee continues hearings on bills which 

would establish a method of  control over the operation of  two airports  
in the city of 'Washington.

Air. Friedel on the committee has indicated that  he had several 
questions he would like to propound to the Adm inist rator and the 
Adm inist rator very graciously agreed to come before the committee 
this  afternoon.

May I  say t hat  we will have to vacate th is room at 3 :30, so we will 
have to adjourn these hearings before that  time.

Mr. IIalaby, will you come around, please?

STATEMENT OF N. E. HALABY, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL 
AVIA TION AGENCY—Resumed

Air. W illiams. I believe you testified previously on this bill, d idn’t 
you, sir?

Air. II alaby. Yes, sir ; several times.
Air. AVilliams. I wasn’t present that day, but I believe you did 

testify , so we will let the record—if it is agreeable with the com
mittee—show this as a continuation of Air. Halaby’s testimony.

Air. Halaby. I have one thing  I promised at tha t hearing, Air. 
Chairman, which I can hand to you now. It is a letter enclosing 
the business policy th at are now following with respect to these ai r
ports. Tha t was in response to a question as to what we would do 
under the new Corporation  in the way of business policies that  we 
aren’t already doing.

The second item is a table showing the AVashington National fore 
cast of financial results of operation, the Dulles Internat iona l fore
cast, and the consolidated operation. I had made the point last week 
that  in the operat ion of this airport, we were not really offering 
unfair or unjust competition to any other airport. In fact, we will 
be running a deficit operation at Dulles for several years, and to 
keep the deficit within limits, we will have to charge twice as much 
as comparable airpor ts in many categories of cost. So tha t table is 
attached.

105
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Th en  fina lly,  I  was  asked to pro vid e fo r the commit tee a co mpa ra
tiv e analy sis  of ad min is tra tiv e costs  associated  with  the  two  bil ls, 
H .R . 2081 and H.R . 826. I  can  pe rha ps , to  ma ke it  easy, read  th e 
to tal s.

Th e table t hat  I  am  r ef er ri ng  to is en tit led  “ Co mp ara tiv e E st im ated  
Ann ua l Ad min ist ra tiv e Expense .” I t  is da ted  Marc h 25, 1963. I t  
is sub mi tted in  response  to  the  com mit tee’s req ues t. I t  shows th at 
if  th e Congress ena cte d the Co rporati on  bil l in tro duced by the ch ai r
ma n, thes e annual ad min ist ra tiv e expenses would  be ap prox im ate ly 
$854,000. I f  the  Congres s enacted  the Airpo rt s Bo ard pro posal , the 
to ta l ad minist ra tiv e c osts  wo uld  be $1,106,000, a difference o f a pp ro xi 
ma tely $250,000.

I f  1 may  give  you the se in an or igi na l an d one, I  th in k the y are 
pe rti ne nt  to th is  hear in g as well as  the  prev iou s one.

The se are st ra ig ht ad min ist ra tiv e expenses, Mr . Chairma n. Th ey  
do no t relate  t o in terest  and depre cia tion and th e capit al base of  t he  
tw o air po rts . Th ey  ar e str ic tly  ad min ist ra tiv e expenses  o f the he ad 
quar ters,  the  costs of  co nt ract ing services, per son nel , lega l, bu dg et,  
ad minist ra tiv e su pp or t. I t  assumes th at  the opera tio na l costs , th e 
in te re st  and depre cia tio n, would rem ain  th e sam e in eit he r case. 
These  are  str ict ly  the adm in ist ra tiv e costs.

Mr. W illiams. Le t it  be received fo r the record . Th an k you.
(T he  docu men t re fe rred  to  is as fo llo ws :)

F ederal Avia tion Agency ,
Off ice of th e  Administrator. 
Washington, D.C., March 28, 1963.

Hon . J oh n Bell  W il lia m s,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on In 

terstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
D ear Mr. Cha ir m an  : In the course of my testimony March 19 before your 

subcommittee on H.R. 826 and H.R. 2081, I agreed to supply certain information 
for the record. Accordingly, there  a re enclosed (1) a statem ent of the Agency’s 
business policy for the Nationa l Capital airports ; (2) an estimate of the deficit 
tha t will be incurred at  Dulles International Airport in the next 5 y ears; and
(3) a comparison of the cost of operating the National Capital Airports under 
a Corporation as proposed by H.R. 826 and under the Board as proposed by 
H.R. 2081.

In my statement to the committee I cited, as an example of present fiscal 
inflexibility, an instance in which the Agency had to defer  installation of p ark
ing meters pending appropriations even though anticipated revenues would have 
exceeded the cost of instal lation . Mr. Friedel inquired as to why the Agency 
could not contract to buy meters under an arrangement whereby the receipts 
would be used to pay the contrac tor as they accrued. My General Counsel 
advises me tha t such an arrangement is prohibited by R.S. 3732 (41 li.S.C. 11). 
Tha t statu te provides that  “No contract or purchase on behalf of the United 
States shall be made, unless the same is authorized by law or is under an 
appropria tion adequate to its  fulfillment * *

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to presen t my views on this 
proposed legislation.

Sincerely,
N. E. Hala by , Administrator.

OA 5400.1
F ederal A via tion Agency, 

Washington, D.C., November 5,1962.
Order.
Subject: National Capital a irpo rts business policy.

1. Purpose.—This order prescribes the business policy which will govern the 
administration and operation  of federally owned civil airports  under the jur is
diction of the FAA in the Washington metropolitan area.
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2. R efe re n ces—  T it le  V of th e In dependent Offices A ppro pri at io n Act of  1952, 
pa ss ed  A ug us t 31, 1951, se ts  fo rt h  th e  se ns e of Co ng ress  th a t a ir p o rt s  sh al l be 
se lf -s us ta in in g to th e fu ll  ex te n t po ss ib le . The  ba sic po lic y of  th e  ex ec ut iv e 
depar tm en t of  th e  Fed er al  Gov er nm en t is  co nt ai ne d in  B ure au  of  th e  Bud ge t 
B ul le tin 58 -3 and  C ir cu la r A-5  date d  Se pt em be r 23, 1959. Thi s bu si nes s pol icy  
is al so  co ns is te nt w ith goal 19 of  th e  hor iz on re port  dat ed  Se pt em be r 1961.

3. Bac kg ro un d. — Thi s ord er  has be en  pre par ed  to  se t fo rt h  in  conc ise , co mpa ct  
fa sh io n th e  bu sine ss  po licy to be fo llow ed  by th e B ure au  of  N ational C ap ital  
A irpo rt s.  T he  po lic ies  an d pro ce du re s in  eff ect a t th is  tim e hav e be en  re vi ew ed  
an d re fin ed  to  develop  a un ifor m , up -to-d at e bu sine ss  po lic y th a t ca n be  ap pl ie d 
to  bo th  W as hi ng to n N at io na l and D ulles  I n te rn ati onal A irpo rt s.

E st ab li sh m ent of  th is  po lic y is in  ac co rd an ce  w it h  th e  re co m m en da tion  of  
th e Com pt ro ller  Gen er al  of  th e U nited  S ta te s in a re port  to  th e  Con gr es s on th e 
op er at io ns  o f W as hi ng to n N at io nal  A irport .

4. Gen er al  po lic y.—  (a)  Al l a ir p o rt s  unde r th e ju ri sd ic ti on  of  th e  B ure au  of 
N ational A ir port s will  be  opera te d  on  a se lf -s ust ai nin g bu si ne ss  en te rp ri se  
ba sis . I t  w il l be th e ob ject ive of  m an ag em en t to  obt ai n fu ll  co st  reco ve ry  in 
ea ch  m ajo r co st  a re a  w ith  ev er y u se r pa yi ng  th e co sts of  fa cil it ie s an d se rv ices  
pr ov id ed  them . R at es  will  be  se t a t  leve ls  whic h will  pr ov id e su ff ici en t reve nu es  
to re co ve r a ll  ex pe nses  i n ea ch  a re a .

(fe) Co ncessio n contr ac ts  w ill  norm al ly  co nt ai n a pr ov is io n re quir in g  a m in i
mu m annual guar an te e suffi cie nt to  re co ve r a t th e ve ry  le as t, fu ll  cost,  an d th e 
guara n te e  w ill  eq ua l or  exce ed  th e  re n ta l ra te  f or th e  sp ac e oc cu pied , in  ad dit io n  
to th e st an d a rd  p rovi sion  of  a  per ce nta ge of  g ross  r ec eipt s.

(c ) The  B ur ea u w ill  se le ct  re sp ons ib le  c ontr ac to rs  to  fu rn is h  appro pri a te  s up
port  se rv ic es  an d co ncessio ns . The y will  be re quir ed  to  pro vi de  good se rv ice 
an d p ro duct s a t fa ir  p ri ce s to th e  pu bl ic .

(d )  T he  B ur ea u will  se le ct  co nc es sion ai re s an d opera to rs  wh o will  con
tr ib u te  to  th e ap pe ar an ce  of  th e  a ir po rt s an d will  pr ov id e a quali ty  op er at io n 
co m m en su ra te  w ith  th e de co r of  th e  fir st -c la ss  a ir p o rt s se rv in g th e N at io n’s 
C ap ital .

(e ) C on si st en t w ith th e  po lic y,  as  cl ar ifi ed  in  27 F edera l R eg is te r 7054, Ju ly  
25, 1962. th a t ap pl ie s to  arr angem ents  fo r th e co nd uc t of  aero nauti cal ac tiv it ie s 
on  pu bl ic  a ir po rt s on which  F edera l fu nd s ha ve  been  ex pe nd ed , th e  B ure au  will  
no t g ra n t ex clus ive ri gh ts  fo r su ch  ac tivi ti es  on th e  W as hin gto n N at io nal  an d 
Dul le s In te rn a ti ona l A irpo rt s.

Schedu le G

Nat iona l Capitol  Airpo rts  Corp.

5-year  f or ec ast  o f fin an cia l re su lt s o f op er at io n ( 
[In  mil lion s]

Fis cal  y ea r
Dire ct

op erat ing
cos ts

In te re st  
an d de pre

cia tio n

Tota l
op er at in g

cos ts

H arold W. 
D eputy  Ad

Re ve nu es

W ashing ton Nat iona l Airp or t:
1964 .............................. - ........
1965 .........................................
1966_........... ...........................
1967 .........................................
1968 ................. .......................

Du lle s I nt er na tion al  A irp or t:
1964 .........................................
1965 .......... . .............. . ............
1966 ...... ..................................
1967 .........................................
1968 ____________________

Co nsoli da ted  op erat ion:
1964 ................. ........................
1965 .................................. .......
1966 ..........................................
1967 ..........................................
1968 ..........................................

$3.3
3.4
3.5
3.5
3.6

4.0
5.3
5.6  
5.8
6.1

7.3
8.7  
9.1
9.3
9.7

$1.0
1.0
1.2
1.2
1.4

5.0
5.3  
5.7  
6.2  
6.6

6.0
6.3  
6.9
7.4  
8.0

$4.3 $4.4 $0.1
4.4 4.5 .1
4.7 4.7
4.7 4.9 .2
5.0 5.2 .2

9.0 3.0 (6.0 )
10.6 3.9 (6. 7)
11.3 4.6 (6. 7)
12.0 5.3 (6. 7)
12.7 6.1 (6 6 )

13.3 7.4 (5.9)
15.0 8.4 (6. 6)
16.0 9.3 (6. 7)
16.7 10.2 (6.5)
17.7 11.3 (6. 4)
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Comp ara tive Adm inistr at ive Costs Associated w it h  H .R . 2081 and 
H R . 826

The Bureau of National Capita l Airpor ts prese ntly receives  s taf f supp ort from 
oth er organiza tions of the  Fed era l Avia tion Agency for such services as person
nel work, legal services, contrac ting , as well as overall managem ent direction.

Under a Corporation a s proposed in H.R. 826, these  re lationships would change 
lit tle  if any, and even if the Corpora tion  were to reim burse oth er elements of 
the  FAA for  cost accounting purpose, only a shi ft in fund ing would result  with  
no overall  increase in Government funding .

Under H.R. 2081 (the  Washington Airp orts  Board  proposal),  the  two airp orts  
would be administe red under a five-man Board as an independent agency. As 
such, the  Board  would no longer hav e access to the  present sta ff support seg
ments  of the  FAA and would have  to form within its  own personne l framework 
complete ly self-sufficient staff organization s.

In the  absence of any deta iled knowledge of operating practic es under H.R. 
2081, the  cost comparisons set  forth  below have been made und er assumptions  
designed to offer the  most conserva tive cost estim ates for the b oard (commission) 
form of organizat ion versus the corporation form of organization . These as
sumptions a re :

(1) Nonsupervisory FAA man -hours now expended on ai rpor t ma tters 
would—in the  long run—be eliminated from FAA budgets  ;

(2) The manager ial system presently exist ing in the Burea u of National 
Capital Airports would remain unchanged under  eit her  form of  organiz ation ;

(3) Under the board  (comm ission) form of organiz ation it  would be 
necessary to add key supervisors  for those specialized skills not  now exist ing 
in the Bureau  of National C api tal  Airports .

Est imated comparativ e admi nis tra tiv e expenses under the two diffe rent  con
cepts app ears in the following sum mary.

Comparative estimated annual administrative expense

Item Corporation Board

Executive  dir ection_____ _________
Headq uar ters a dminis trat ive  expense
Con trac ting  services_____ _____ _
Personnel services________________
Le.gal services___________________
Bud get  services__________________
Adm inistra tive su pport  services____

' $14,400 
»752.000 
< 31.000 
< 8,000 

* 36,000 
<8,000 
<5.000

2$201,500
» 752,000 
<42,000 
*24,000 
*48,000 
*24.000 
* 15,000

Tota l........................................................................................................ 854,400 1,106,500

» Prorate d por tion  of top-level FAA execut ive guidance ($10,000) plus  e stimated salaries and trave l expenses of the Advisory Board members ($4,41X1).
*5 Board members ($100,500) plus  the ir execu tive assis tants, secretaries, and trav el expense ($101,000)3 Fixed amount for heidquar ters  operation  below the  top execut ive level.
< Prorated portion of FAA supporting services performed for the Corporation.
* E stim ated cost of stalling for this function a s a  completely i ndei iendent agency or board

Mr. W illiam s. Mr. Fr iede l ?
Mr. F riedel. I am glad  you  br ou gh t th at  up. I t  is one of  the  

thi ng s I wa nted  clarified. In  a previou s s tatem ent, y ou sa id it would 
cost arou nd  $100,500 more. Now  y ou say  it  w ould  cost $250,000 more.

Mr. H alaby. I don’t reca ll sa yi ng  wh at  the to ta l cost  wou ld be. I 
said the  sa lar ies  of the five Bo ard mem bers  wou ld be $100,500 more. 
But  th at would  be only p ar t of  the  ad dit ion al expense.

Mr. F riedel. Bu t you  say the s ala rie s w ould be $100,500 m ore  under 
II. R. 2081. They would be m ore  u nd er  I I.R . 826, a ft er  incorporat ion , 
too.

Mr. H alabt. Yes, sir.
Mr. F riedel. H ow do you ar rive  at  those fig ures?
Mr. H alaby. I  h ave ju st  g iven the  com mit tee the b rea kdow n. You 

might like  t o have one  of  those in fr ont o f you . s ir. I wil l ge t anoth er 
copy  f or  myse lf here.
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There are three  things that I  think you have to compare; one is how 
we do it now; second, how we would do i t under  the Corporation  bill, 
and third , how you do i t under a Board.  In submit ting these com
parative costs, we have assumed that  alternatives 1 and 2 are about 
the same. In  other words, under the Corporation, we would have the 
same admin istrative expenses but we would be able to operate in a 
more businesslike manner. So we are comparing the way we do it 
now, which is basically the way we would do it under the Corporation, 
with the way we would do it under a Board.

The first item is t hat  we charge for  what we would do under the 
Corpora tion approximately $14,000 for what we call executive direc
tion. Now, under the Corporation, there would be a sl ight  difference, 
from the presen t FAA  operation ; namely, $4,000 for the Airp orts  
Advisory Board. We don’t have one now. But under the Corpora tion 
bill, we would have an Airp ort  Advisory Board. That is $4,000 of the 
$14,000. $10,000, we charge to the Corporation for what all of my 
top management does for the Corporat ion.

Some of your colleagues in Maryland  think that  is not much, or  too 
much. But  we have to charge something for the time and effort I 
spend and my Deputy spends and the rest  of top management spends. 
So tha t item is $14,400. For the Board, we charge the full salaries 
of the five Board members, $100,500. So right there is a difference of 
$85,000.

Mr. F riedel. Am I  correct in thinking that  you have no one spend
ing full time at Washing ton National Airpor t or full time at Dulles 
Airpor t under your regimen now?

Mr. H alaby. No; we have several hundred people full time a t each 
airport and we have, under our new organization, Mr. Hobbs as head 
of the Bureau of National Capi tal Airports. He has a Deputy for 
operations, who manages the operations at both airports. Then we 
have on site at Washington Natioanal and on the site at Dulles, 
operations managers. And under them, the total at Washington 
National of 332 full time and the present total at Dulles, today, or 
yesterday, 353.

Now, we are assuming in this cost breakdown in fron t of you that  
the costs of all of the headquarters people would be exactly the 
same under either the Board  or the Corporation. We are assuming 
there wouldn’t be any cousins and aunts, and so on, put in to what 
is now a professional organization  by any of the Board members and 
the costs would be the same.

Mr. F riedel. You say it would cost $100,500 more i f the President  
were to appoint a five-man Board than it costs now. And Mr. Hobbs 
and his deputy-----

Mr. Halaby. They would be on top of all our present employees.
Mr. Friedel. They are now ?
Mr. Halaby. No; they would be if he appointed a Board of five.
Mr. F riedel. 1 am not followingyou.
Mr. Halaby. Well, what you are proposing, Mr. Friedel, is to 

substitute five Pres iden tial appointees on a Board for me. That  is 
a very flattering proposal, but it is a costly one.

Mr. F riedel. Well, evidently we are not seeing eye to eye on that 
point. My point is th at I am not opposed to II.R . 826, the Corpora
tion bill, as such. I can go for any one of these bills under con
sideration, prov iding they separate you, the FAA , from the airport
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Corporat ion or Board. In other words, I  think the FAA, the CAB, 
and all of the other independent agencies should not operate  the 
facilities they regulate. You have enough duties as it is without 
being an airport manager, worrying about concessions, building a 
hotel, and so forth. In your own statement  you made on December 
4,1962, you sai d:

We don’t in the FAA run but two airports  in the United States and those 
are Washington National and Dulles International and we are not too eager to run those two. In case anyone has any doubts about it, I can reassure him of that.

I want to grant you that  wish. I feel it would be wrong to have 
the In ters tate  Commerce Commission run a railroad, I think it would 
be wrong fo r them to run a truc king line, and I  think  i t is wrong for 
the FAA to run airports.  You have control over every airp ort in 
the United S tates in the field of safety and th at is a big job.

When we created the FAA from the old CAA, we outlined what 
your duties were to be. I think  you  have nine different things to do, 
not including  running  airports.

I want to relieve you of the responsibility of operat ing airports. 
I don’t want you to have any more jurisdiction  over Washing ton 
National or Dulles than you have over Friendship. That is the only 
place we differ. I think you made it clear last December tha t you 
didn ’t want to have anything to do with operat ing these facilities.

Mr. H alaby. I said that we were not too eager, and I repeat it to
day, Mr. Friedel. I also have to say tha t the administration has 
found no more desirable and economical way to do it than through 
this Corpora tion bill. It  opposes the alternat ive tha t has been sug
gested, to make this a five-man board.

The first reason is that it would set up another independent avia
tion-type  agency. I think we have enough of those already and so 
does the administration.

Second, it would be more costlv by the amount of approximate ly $250,000. ' i i .
Mr. Friedel. I am not sold on my bill. I can go for the corpora

tion bill. But the point I  would change  is that you would not control 
the Corporation.

Mr. H alaby. They don’t get any salary. They get paid when they 
are actually meeting, and we have included tha t in the total admin
istrative cost to the Corporation. Th at would make it $4,400 more 
than  at present.

Mr. Friedel. Well, in this bill the management of the Corpora
tion shall be vested in a terminal manager. All tha t is fine. The 
point I make is th at you are keeping your little finger on operat ing 
the airport. If  you would accept an amendment that you are out of 
it, I could go along without any objection.

Tha t is the thing . You want the Corporation bill, fine.
Mr. Hemphill. Would the gentleman care to yield to me while he is looking?
Mr. Friedel. Go ahead.
Mr. Hemeiiill. I would like to invite your attention,  sir, to some 

aspects I think we are going to face to get this  bill to the floor.
M e had some testimony here when we met in this room the other 

day on the monumental cost there as related to the rate  bases for
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various charges which the FA A has set. Would you give us some 
idea of your feelings as to the monumental costs involved? I was 
somewhat dubious about the thing  when 1 heard it.

Mr. Williams. No question about the cost being monumental, is 
there ?

Mr. Hemphill. Well, I  don’t think they meant that in a facetious 
sense.

Mr. Williams. I know what you are talking  about.
Mr. Halaby. I think the distinguished Congressman is refer ring 

to the cost of the  monument as much as the monumental costs. You 
know, af ter  you have been in office 2 years, you sort of feel as though 
you shouldn’t be critical of the past, you had bette r take it as you 
got it and do better. I t did cost a g reat deal more than was planned. 
It  took a great deal longer. We take  it as a credit for this admin istra
tion tha t we came in, took a hard look, told the Congress how much 
it would cost, told them when we would open it, and faith ful ly adhered 
to those two pledges.

Now, the total cost to date  has been approx imately $111 million. 
I think in the beginning, when you first consider this  and Mr. Friedel 
first opposed this as he has consistently with great force and sincerity, 
you thought  it was going to cost perhaps half  of that, maybe even less 
than half of it.

Nevertheless, that is all history.
Now, the elements of cost making up the $111 million are roughly 

these: A special limi ted access road into the sky of  approximately 18 
miles of length, cost about $19.3 million.

It  is in a sense an extension of the  runway but only in an abstrac t 
sense, because i t was felt if you put th is runway so fa r from the city, 
almost 30 miles, tha t you had bette r have a high-speed way of ge tting 
into the ai rplane and onto the runway. So in a sense it is the longest 
runway in the  world, but  in another sense i t is a highway and it can 
become, if the Commonwealth of V irginia designs and funds or legis
lates, it can also become alongside this high-speed access, a commuter 
road. It  was therefore our feeling tha t tha t $19 million should not 
be a ttribu ted to the airpor t. There was some debate upon that , but 
we felt that  the wise thing  to do was to exclude it. That brought, then, 
he capital base down from $108 to $90 million.

The next item tha t we felt should be excluded along the line of 
reasoning tha t Mr. Friedel was refe rring to a moment ago, if you 
treated this like another airpo rt, 1 of the other 600 major airports  
in the United States, it woidd have been eligible for Federal airport 
gran ts and they would have gotten that from the program which has 
been in existence, was being phased out by the other administration 
but was brought back to life by this one.

They would have gotten an amount of $11 million under grants 
such as those h tat  Friendship got during its history  of construction 
and expansion.

Therefore, we took the $11 million from the $90 million and the 
base came down to $79 million.

Mr. F riedel. You are not saying tha t Friendsh ip got $11 million. 
You are speaking percentagewise, aren’t you ?

Mr. Halaby. No, si r: I am saying, treatin g Friendship and Dulles 
as though Dulles were a Virgin ia airport,  the Federal Government
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would have given the Virginia  a irport $11 million on a proportionate 
basis to that  which any other airpor t would have gotten.

Mr. Friedel. I think all Friendship ever got out of the Federal 
Aviation Agency was $4 million, since they nave been in existence. 
It  is not $11 million.

Mr. H alaby. I will check tha t figure. I don’t mean to say it was 
exactly, but proportionately.

So $111 million less $19 million for the roadway, less $11 million 
for the Federal Ai rpor t gran t. The next item is for the mobile lounge. 
Now, this is, as you know, the  most expensive and the largest auto
motive vehicle in the world. I t is litera lly part of the airpo rt.

It  was designed into the terminal. We carefully examined whether 
we could do it cheaper by building fingers out. We found we couldn’t, 
so we went ahead and bought  them. But $1,700,000 of tha t was 
stra igh t research and development money, and it is applicable, like 
research into all-weather landing, research into runway construction, 
and all other kinds of research to many other projects, so we eliminated that.

If  you count th at about $2 million, that  will bring the total down to $79 million.
The last item which we eliminated as we would in any other a irpor t 

was the control tower, because under  the present act and policies, the 
Federal Government pays for  the tower, and tha t is approximately 
$1,800,000. So that  the net base, net capital base is approximately  $77 million, sir.

Natu rally , the airlines were concerned tha t we not charge them for 
those aspects of this airp ort that  were not tradit ional , regular , stand
ard airport items, because, as you know, based on the to tal investment, 
we recover from them in landing charges the depreciation and the 
interest, as well as the operational costs. I believe we have been fair. 
But even afte r doing all tha t, we still charge more than all but two 
or three other airports in the Uni ted States.

Now, on the o ther hand-----
Mr. W illiams. Are you suggesting that these costs be taken out 

from under the rate base and the rate base be $77 million ?
Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir. I thin k my math has been a littl e rough 

here, but the exact amount in the capital base is between $75 and $77 
million. I will do this precisely and give it to you for the record.

(The following information was submitted by Mr. Halaby:)
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Sc h ed u l e  C

N at io na l Ca pit a l  A irpo rt s Cor p.

Sta tem ent of asset values  and cap ital  fun d at Dec. 31, 1962—Dulles 
Inter national Airport 

[In millions]

1. Lan d acqui sitio n and site p rep ara tion-------------
2. Building s and structure s__________ ________
3. Ut ili ty  systems and o ther  facilities___________
4. Offsite access roads________________________

To tal , lan d, structures and faciliti es________
5. Eq uip men t (ne t)____ ______ _______________
6. Other current  asset s._________ _____________
7. Unexpended appropr iatio ns:

Offsite access road s_________ ___________
Oth er physical assets________ __________
Operation and main ten ance .._____ ______

To tal  as se ts ..__________ _____________

8. Liabili ties__________________________ _____
9. Ne t investment in Dulles Internat ion al Airp ort.

To tal  liabi litie s and  inves tment____________

Total
program

cost

Investm ent

Int ere st
bear ing

Non interest
bearing

$23. 5 $17.8 $5.7
19.2 15.6 3.6
32.9 25.1 7.8
12.9 12.9

88.5 58.5 30.0
5.4 3.1 2.3
.2 . 1 .1

.8 .8
14.8 14.2 .6
1.1 1.1

110.8 77.0 <33.8

2 .2
110.6 76.8 33.8

110.8 77.0 33.8

1 D istr ibu ted  as follows:
Con trol  tower---------- - ------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------$L8
FA AP  allowance________ —_______________________________________________________  H.O
Access highway_____ _______________ ______ _______________________________________  I® 3
Mobi le lounge, proto type______ ____ ________________________________________________ 1- 7

To tal ........................................................................................................... - ................................33.8

Mr. H alaby. I would poin t out tha t the great airp orts  of the United 
States, in terms of size and traffic, such as Idlewild, Los Angeles, 
Miami, and O’Hare,  have investments in the order of $150 to $350 
million in them, so th at even at $108 or $110 million, Dulles is not the 
most expensive airpo rt bu ilt to date.

Now, a lot of the investments in those other airports, of course, 
come from the carrie rs in building hangars and maintenance shops.

Th at will be the next phase at Dulles. If  the traffic demands it, 
the carrie rs will build or have built and lease hangars there. The 
investment—not the Federal  investment but the tota l inv est me nt-  
will rise as the traffic rises.

Mr. Hemphill. Tha nk you, gentlemen. I yield back because I 
inter rupted you.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby, what I was referring to before—I will 
keep on this point  r igh t now. You got $111 million down to $75. I 
thought if you kept i t up  a li ttle longer, you would get down to where 
it cost nothing. Where does sewerage come in? Does that come into 
the cost of the airport ?

Mr. Halaby. No, sir.
I think  you are referr ing  to the $25 million sewerage interceptor. 

It  never carried any FA A appropria tion; it is not par t of the $110 
million here.

Mr. F riedel. Tha t is what I am saying. If  it were not fo r Dulles 
Airp ort,  it would not have to be spent.
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Mr. H alaby. I see. You think we should charge the cost of  the 
sewerage-----

Mr. F riedel. The overall cost. You star ted at $111 million, going 
down to $75 million; I think you might even get down to nothing. 
But if you go into the overall cost of this thing, you will find it will 
be way over $111 million and maybe you can justi fy some of this  to  
be charged off for ratemaking. But I think  it will come to $150 
million before it is completed, rather than $111 million.

Mr. H alaby. I am very hap py to repor t tha t we don’t have the 
responsibil ity for the sewage out there m tha t county and all those 
areas.

Mr. F riedel. But there were roadways built  because of the air 
port, the  sewerage will be built because of the airport .

Mr. H alaby. I guess some of the local residents would say they 
needed the sewerage anyway. Maybe not as big so soon. In  any 
event, we pay sewerage charges in the Potomac intercep tor, along 
with i ts other  users.

Mr. F riedel. How many mobile lounges do they have at Dulles 
Airpor t n ow«

Mr. H alaby. We have a prog ram for purchase of lounges th at is 
in direct proportion to the number of travelers  we planned for, and 
the to tal on hand to date is 20. This  does not include the experimental 
model, which we have written  off and out of the capital base.

Mr. F riedel. And they cost approximately-----
Mr. H alaby. $238,000 apiece. The total cost, includ ing the de

velopmental cost, is about $61  ̂million.
Mr. F riedel. And tha t is n ot in the figure of $111 million, either, 

is it?
Mr. H alaby. Oh, yes, sir. What  is so easy for folks to forget is 

tha t a lthough these things are on wheels, they perform the same func
tions and have the same u tili ty as the long fingers that  are built out 
at other large airports and which cost a great deal to build, a great 
deal to heat  and l ight  and keep up. And it is awfully hard for peo
ple to think of them as any thin g but  buses for a narrow , limited, 
special purpose. But they are actually part  of the terminal. And 
when we looked at tha t bill, we gulped, because tha t is the most, I  
think, anyone has ever spent for  the least number of  bus- type things. 
But  then when we looked at the bill of redesigning what had been 
designed by the previous admin istrat ion and building these fingers 
out to do the same job and completely redoing the airp ort , we found 
it was more expensive.

We got  together with a whole bunch of people and looked over this  
cost and went over them with the  airlines and then we went ahead and 
bought them.

Mr. Friedel. I s there anv request for anv mobile lounges in this 
1964 budget ?

Mr. H alaby. Fiscal 1964 budget—seven mobile lounges. If  the 
suggestion is tha t the way to  cut off traffic into Dulles is to cut off 
the appropria tion for the mobile lounges, tha t would be a very effec
tive way to do it, because it would mean tha t we could not accom
modate the customers of the airlines who are coming in there except 
in a most inconvenient, delayed manner. And it would also mean 
tha t we would reduce the revenues of the airpo rt and prolong the day 
when we get in the black.
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Mr. F riedel. H ow many lounges do you have in operation ?
Mr. Halaby. Twenty, sir, and one, the ex-model in the background.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby, the last meeting we had—you were here, 

I th ink, two or three different times—you were aske d:
Can you tell us of any instance where  the FAA has used any pressure or 

tried to get the airlines to come to Dulles ?
I am going back to a hearing that  we had in the 87th Congress, and 

I read to you then a let ter tha t was sent  to Mr. Boyd, Cha irman  of the 
CAB, and signed by Daggett Howard, General Counsel. I am going 
to st art  on page 164.

Mr. Friedel. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a statement first.
Mr. Chairman, at the close of the  hearing yesterday, my colleague, Con

gressman Brewster, filed for the record a copy of a letter which I think should 
he called to the attention of the committee, because it very definitely bears out 
the contention of the Maryland delegation tha t the heat, and a lot of it,  has  been 
turned  on the airlines to force them to move their jet  flights from Friendship to 
Dulles. This lette r was from the General Counsel of the FAA to the Chairman 
of the Civil Aeronautics Board which, as we all know, has almost life-and- 
death powers over the commercial airl ines.

Mr. Hemphill. Tha t is your statement ?
Mr. F riedel. Yes.
On Wednesday—

I am still  quoting—
I thought we had assurances from Mr. Halaby tha t the FAA would not put 

any pressure  on the airlines. He did not say it exactly that way, but I got 
tha t impression.

The lett er Congressman B rewster put in the record yesterday is worse than 
pressure. In this lette r the General Counsel of the FAA says quite frankly  that  
if the airlines do not move je t flights to Dulles, they would be taken before the  
judge—tha t is, the CAB, Mr. Boyd.

The letter does not make any claims tha t the flights should be changed for  
reasons of safety or for public convenience and necessity. It  merely says that  
use of Friendship Airport to serve the Washington area  is “unsuitable .” “Ur 
suitab le to whom,” I asked.

Not to the public, not for public convenience and necessity, but unsuitable 
to the FAA.

Now, bear in mind, as was pointed out yesterday, tha t in a recent meeting 
with the 2\dministrator, the Maryland delegation was told tha t the residents 
of Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties would be considered to be in the 
Washington area. That  is almost ridiculous. It  was considered at the time 
when we had the Washington National Airi>ort, and they drew the line between 
Friendship and Washington, but now with Dulles, which is 30 miles farther  away, 
they still use the same line through Prince Georges and Montgomery Counties, 
even though they actually are  a lot closer to Fr iendship th an Dulles any way you 
figure it, in mileage or driving time.

Let me read this lett er to you and see what  you th ink of it. I am not going 
to read the fu ll letter. This let ter is to Mr. Boyd, Chairman  of the Civil Aero
nautics Board, Washington, D.C., on March 5, 1902. And I am going to read 
the last  paragraph.

The Chairman said : “Who signed that?” and I said “Daggett II. 
Howard, General Counsel.”

“Copies of th is letter will be mailed today to Eastern Airline, Inc., and to the 
persons upon whom the airport notice was served, as shown on the enclosed list  
in order to apprise them of the Adminis trator’s opposition to the use of Balti 
more Friendship Airport to serve Washington, D.C., aft er  Dulles A irport goes 
into operation on or about  October 1962. The Administra tor reserves the rig ht to 
formally object to the use of the Baltimore Friendship Airport by Eastern Air
lines, Inc., for  it s j et flights and to request  a  hearing in connection therewith, in 
the event it  should become necessary for him to do so.”
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I inserted the letter in the record.
Now, what does tha t letter  say in your  interpre tation , Mr. Halaby?
Mr. H alaby. It  says th at the General Counsel of the FAA , who is 

also giving legal service to the Bureau of Na tional Capi tal Airpor ts, 
noticed a petition which would lead the public to believe that  they were 
going to Washington when they were going to Baltimore, and tha t in 
view of the fact tha t the Congress h ad voted repeatedly for  a Wash
ington Internat iona l Ai rport in  a place other than  Baltimore,  th at he 
wanted to notify  the Board of thi s and that he did so.

In the reply of the chairman on page 166, you will see the effect that 
this  letter had, which was very minor. And I must point out to  the 
Congressman that  the number of flights diverted from Friendship 
has not been very great as yet and may never be. And you, yourself, 
pointed out, s ir, that at least one flight that  had  moved from Friend
ship to Dulles had moved back. I submit that if that le tter  were pres
sure, it wasn't very effective.

Secondly, it isn’t pressure. It  is simply a notice on the  p art  of the 
General Counsel to the Board th at  this could have an effect on the con
gressional will. The congressional will was th at an airport be built  
to serve Washington as well as an airport to serve Baltimore.

Mr. F riedel. Now, Mr. Halaby, there is where we differ, because 
I was a Member of Congress when they appropriated the money and 
I fough t i t. I was also a member of  the city council when they built 
Friendsh ip Airport. It  is Friendship  International A irpo rt, for over
sea flight and fo r Washington.

Mr. Halaby. Because there wasn’t a Washington jet airport.
Mr. F riedel. Right. And the will of Congress did not say th at all 

flights should go to Dulles or Washington Inte rnat iona l Airpor t and 
no flights at Friendship. It  was never mentioned. They said then 
they were going to need three airp orts and they d idn’t exclude Friend
ship. They said there would be a need for all three of them.

Mr. H alaby. We have three of  them now.
Mr. F riedel. Their  guess was wrong and they are  way off schedule. 

I think  by 1970 we might need three airports.
I am not opposed to any fair  competition. But I  say th is : As long 

as the  FAA  has jurisdiction over Washington National Air por t and 
Dulles, there will be some influence used.

I read an article stating there  have been a lot of near-misses over 
Washington National Airport. Years ago, before you were the Ad
minis trator,  Washington National was overcrowded. Friendship was 
just like Dulles today, a morgue. They wouldn’t divert  any flights 
over to Friendship. We worked over 10 years before we got into the 
black.

Mr. Halaby. Dulles is a quiet crib, not a morgue. The baby is 
growing up and I think that  is what is disturbing  Congress, tha t the 
child may grow too fast and the c rib may become a whole household. 
But it wasn’t anybody’s doing but the distinguished Members of Con
gress, who said there shall be a third airport.

Mr. F riedel. Right; but they also said there would be enough flights 
for three airports.

Mr. Halaby. And there will, s ir. If  you want to charge someone 
with something here, I  think it would be our beloved friends in the 
last administration  who in this instance p lanned way ahead and most 
generously.
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Mr. Friedel. I don’t want to find fau lt with anyone. I jus t want 
to make sure tha t Friendship  is n ot hur t because of the bad guesses 
tha t were made. Even if  it  was bad guessing by Congress, it was not 
a mandate to  take all these flights out of Friendship.

Mr. Halaby. But they have only taken a handful of flights out of 
Friendship.

Mr. F riedel. I think  they have taken around 35 jet flights out of 
Friendsh ip out of 75—10 percent.

Mr. Halaby. My numbers aren’t quite those. But it is certainly a 
minority of flights. And 1 th ink  the basic point is why did  they leave 
Friendsh ip to go to Dulles. You say it is because I have some great 
superhuman force or pressure. The only people who can move flights 
around  are the passengers who want the flights, working on the Civil 
Aeronautics Board in a normal, open, due process way. And the 
carriers are merely the carriers . They are not in command of what the 
demand shall be. And if the jets are going to Dulles, it is not because 
I or Mr. Boyd forced them out of F riendship to Dulles, it is because 
the passengers and the  carriers think  that they are to  serve Washing
ton out of the Washington Interna tional Airpor t.

Mr. Williams. Will the gentleman yield ?
Mr. F riedel. I will be happy to.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Halaby, with respect to tha t, as I understand 

it, flights coming into Washington are ceritficated into Washington, 
period. But Washington at present for receiving those flights is 
limited  to Dulles and to Washington National.

Mr. H alaby. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. Therefore, any jet flights tha t are certificated into 

Washington by the CAB must necessarily go to Dulles.
Mr. H alaby. Tha t-----
Mr. W illiams. Since you have the National Airp ort restricted.
Mr. Halaby. I think the answer to tha t is right , yes, sir. What I 

am trying to recall is whether there are any carrie rs now who can 
serve Washington thro ugh either Dulles or Friendsh ip.

Mr. Williams. Tha t is what I am trying to find out.
Mr. Halaby. I would like some advice on that.
Mr. Williams. If  they are certificated to Washington, they go to 

Dulles. If  they are certificated to Baltimore, they go to Friendship, 
isn’t th at correct?

Mr. H alaby. I think  your statement is correct. There are several 
carriers, of course, certificated to both cities and I think there  is even 
one flight t hat  lands both places. It  is a r ath er expensive way to get 
between two cities.

Mr. W illiams. Here is the point I am attem pting  to get. I  think 
this is the crux of Mr. Friedel’s question.

Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. Let ’s assume that  airline X wants to get a flight 

certificated from the west coast into Washington. Under the  p resent  
setup, if the Board gran ts tha t certification, they are automatically  
going to Dulles. What would be your position as opera tor o f Dulles 
Airpo rt, whether it be in your present capacity  as Adm inist rator o r in 
this new hat tha t you are seeking as the head of the co rporation; what 
would be your position with respect to a policy of (he Civil Aero
nautics Board in designating Friendship as an a irport in the Washing
ton area, giving the airline itself the determinaton as to whether th is
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airline that flies from the west coast to Washington would land at 
Friendsh ip or at  Dulles, provided, of course, tha t the ticket purchaser 
would be notified that he would land in Wash ington-Friendship or 
Washington-Dulles? What would be your position with respect to 
that ?

Mr. H alaby. Well, it is a hypothetical question and I know i t is 
asked to enlighten the committee. I would have to say th is, that  the 
trave lers into and out of Washington are the prim arily  interested 
parties in this.

I am just in this  situation o f an airpo rt operator. In  o ther words, 
I am not  the mayor or the  city  council, who are the ones who usually 
seek the assurance of service from the Civil Aeronautics Board and 
the carriers , and usually seek to have the ir service through  their air 
port. That is the usual situation, and the question of whether I  should 
do anyth ing about th at or not is a very strong one.

Mr. Williams. No; I  say would you have strong objection if the 
CAB should adopt such a policy or consider the adoption of such a 
policy ?

Mr. H alaby. I don’t think I would. I feel tha t the Washington 
Board of Trade, or the Distr ict Commissioners, or citizens’ groups 
who generate  the traffic and are convenienced or inconvenienced might 
have some very strong views on this.

I guess-----
Mr. Williams. That would be on the assumption that the ticket 

purchaer  in Los Angeles would be advised tha t he would go into 
Washington-Friendship or Washington-Dulles as the case may be.

Mr. H alaby. Yes. Now, the Board may have some rules or cri
teria  of its own that are governing on this. You know the great strug
gle between Dallas and Fort W orth.  They tried to solve this problem 
by building an airport halfw ay between and they have changed the 
names of those airports and go through all kinds of interes ting gam
bits to win the civic competition. Here, like there, we are in the un
comfortable middle and we are trying to husband Federal resources 
more than  we are tryin g to get the maximum number of passengers 
into one terminal or another.

Mr. Macdonald. Would you yield ?
Mr. F riedel. Yes.
Mr. Macdonald. Mr. Halaby , we have been over this ground  a cou

ple of times now. I thought I  understood it fair ly well. But one 
thing that  confuses me is t ha t I think I have seen some figures which 
the FA A has projected into the future which indicate that there will 
be an increase of flights to Friendsh ip, to National Airpor t, and to 
Dulles.

I though th at we all assumed that  that was incorrect. I don’t know 
where you got the figures, but at least I hadn’t seen any figures that  
disputed  it.

But in the exchange or colloquy between Congressman Friedel and 
yourself, he called attention to the fact tha t Friendsh ip will become, 
perhaps, a grave, and you compared it to becoming a crib. In other 
words, you, on the one hand—the figures show, tha t I have seen, the 
amount of traffic that  the FAA estimates, a t least, is going to increase 
and now you say tha t isn’t necessarilv so, i t may well decrease.

Am  I  to  believe the  figure s or  yourse lf ?
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Mr. H alaby. I don’t thin k there is any conflict, Mr. Congressman, 
except the phasing, which I thin k I  explained last year. You will recall, 
perhaps, tha t before the jets  came, there was a very low level of 
activity at  Friendship Airpor t. They, too, were very imaginative and 
planned way ahead. And because the Bal timore area is a t present a t 
least more dependent on the automobile, the bus, the train , and the 
ship than they anticipated,  there was not the buildup of traffic as they 
planned.

Then the jet came in and for  the  simple, a rbit rary , artificial reason 
tha t the jet could not properly  be accommodated by the Washington 
National Airp ort at Gravel ly Point,  they got an air fal l, or windfall 
of fligh ts into Friendship. There was no other reason that this rapid  
surge of j et traffic went into Friendship. If  we could just take those 
facts and tha t problem and solve it rath er than  f ight it, then I think  
we would move on to const ructive action; tha t is to increase the total  
traffic. If  the bumper gua rd said “fly now” instead  of “don’t use 
Dulles,” if the campaign were to get more people in the city of Balti 
more to fly because it is the  safest and most economical and convenient 
way to travel, I would say, “Forward .”

But the fear is tha t because we have three airpo rts, one will lose 
some traffic that  it artificially  got while the total traffic builds up to 
require all three to opera te at  a profitable rate.

The da ta tha t we have shows that over the next 10 or 20 years, we are 
going to need these three a irpor ts and more, because of the  expanding  
economy of the United States under this admin istration, because of 
the increased prosperity-----

Mr. Macdonald. This  administration  isn’t going to last 10 years, 
because there is a law agains t that.

Mr. Halaby (con tinuing) . Because of the fact  tha t more people 
will have more money to spend on better and cheaper air travel.

Mr. Macdonald. I don’t come from your country and I don’t know 
anything  about whether 1 would say up Dulles or down Friendship. 
I am just trying to find out, actually, why the FA A—and on what 
yards tick they base the fact  that  while everybody in Baltimore, espe
cially our very esteemed colleague from Baltimore, seems to feel th is 
is the kiss of death to Friendship—the FAA comes up with hard  and 
fas t figures and says arbi trar ily tha t there should lie x number of 
flights by the year 1968 coming into Friendship.

How are these figures arrived at, who arrived at them, and I w’ould 
like a lit tle more information as to why this is the base of the leases 
given at the airports .

Mr. H alaby. This  is an important question and the answer to it is 
tha t 4y2 years ago an economic study was completed by the firm of 
Landrum and Brown-----  .

Mr. Friedel. Landrum-Griffin, did you say ?
Mr. Halaby. Landrum  and Brown—there w ere no Dixons or Yates 

in this study so fa r as I know. It was a study for the Eisenhower- 
Quesada FAA  and it projected throu gh 1975 the growth of traffic 
at Washington Inte rnation al and Washington National, and it made 
assumptions about the growth of traffic at Baltimore to Friendship .

1 think the reason it hasn’t been made public-----
Mr. Macdonald. I am a member of the public and I saw it. I 

didn’t see it through this committee.
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Mr. Halaby. I think th at  it has not been made public for reasons 
of negotiating with our customers.

You know, not the least of the problems of opening tliis airport on 
time was gett ing an agreement by the customers to use it and to use 
it  a t a cost in excess of the cost of Friendship . We have the continu
ing problem of  getting  the  most out of the Federa l dollars appropr i
ated to these two airports.

Mr. Macdonald. I would like to express my sympathy with the 
problem tha t you have. I  am not by any means asking  those ques
tions in a harassing manner.

I voted for th is program and will continue to do so because I think 
it is necessary, but it seems strange to talk about the demise of Friend
ship. I know because of my own experience trying  to connect through 
to Boston on a through flight from Florida . Even  now it is prac
tically impossible to get a flight that, stops a t National and will con
tinue on to Boston. I am faced with tha t fact, and then 1 heard you 
say that it is the customer that decides, and I give pause to think  
about that.

But then I see these o ther figures tha t though everybody in Balti
more, and you seem to agree, feels that  Baltimore w ill be hurt, F riend
ship will be h urt—yet these figures say in black and  white that  there 
will be an increase of X  number of flights to F riendship, to National, 
and to Dulles.

And  I was jus t wondering  who picked these figures out of the  air 
and which air they were picked out of.

Mr. Halaby. I think the facts are important. These figures of the 
number  of flights at Friendship on the date tha t Dulles opened—I 
think, Mr. Friedel, I have those figures now—there were 180 flights 
prior to November 19.

Mr. Macdonald. That, wasn’t my question.
Mr. H alaby. I was referr ing  back to a question tha t came before

him.
Mr. Macdonald. I had n’t heard  an answer to my question.
Mr. Halaby. I am sorry. I didn ’t know there was any answer to 

your question. I think you want  a comment, and th at  is that  we don’t 
thin k Dulles is a threat  to Friendship . We don’t think it was de
signed to make a tomb out, of Fr iendsh ip. We thought th at the previ
ous administ ration designed and built it and Congress authorized and 
appropriated  it because a th ird  airport was needed. Then we have 
the problem of developing it and using it.

Mr. Friedel said earlier th at  he could live with the Corporation bill 
but  tha t he wanted the FA A out of it. And I  can understand why. 
I don’t think there is anything personal in it;  it is just tha t you feel 
tha t the FAA should concentrate on other things.

But if he feels th at way and if the committee feels that  way, then 
they surely don’t think  there is any threat to Friendship . Because 
if the Corporation is OK so long as FAA is out of it, then Dulles is 
not the th reat ; it, is something else that, is the threat.

And I think  the something else is tha t we would somehow use 
executive power's to hurt Friendship . I was poin ting out tha t in 
November, the day we opened the a irport , F riendship  had 180 flights 
a day. They now have 152 according to our  data . Tha t is 28 out of 
the 180 flights they have lost. Now, I don’t know whether that is; 
hurtin g Friendship or no t; I presume it is.
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There are less landing charges being collected.
Mr. Macdonald. Would you yield to me, Mr. Halaby ?
Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
Mr. Macdonald. I am de lighted to hear about Mr. Frie del’s p rob

lem. But my question doesn’t go exactly to his problem. My question 
goes to the fac t that it seems from past history  that  Fr iendship  already 
has been hu rt by the opening of Dulles according to him, already 
some flights have been taken. But my question goes to projection 
of figures that indicate to me, jus t from a layman’s reading of them, 
in which the figures of National keep going up, I won’t say astronomi
cally, but go up ; Dulles goes up astronomically, and Friendsh ip goes 
up halfway between the  projec ted figures for Dulles and National.

So I was just  wondering, I repeat—you kept answering Mr. Friedel ’s 
question, but I was wondering how this can be, in simplest terms.

Mr. Halaby. Well, I natura lly  don’t know the figures you have 
in mind.

Mr. Macdonald. They are figures given out by your office, Mr. 
Halaby.

Mr. Halaby. All right . The figures that I  have indicate tha t Wash
ington National would go from 4.7 million passengers in 1963 to 4.2 
million, or a half million passengers less, in 1968.

The Dulles figures go from approximately a half million passengers 
in 1963 to4^> million passengers in 1968.

No, I don't have on this  lis t what this economic consultant assumed 
the Friendship  figures would he. I don't  have those. I have never 
published those and I don’t even know them. But it is my understand
ing, and I  can ver ify this and  give it to you directly, tha t the Friend
ship figures declined and then started back up.

Th at is my understanding.
Wha t I think is bothering Baltimore, if I may say so, is how fast 

they start  up and how far  they decline.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby, the first thing I want to say is tha t the 

bumper  stickers you see, they don’t use the word “Dulles” at all. They 
say “Use Friendship .” They leave Dulles out.

Secondly, I don’t see how the Washing ton National can increase. 
It  is pretty  well crowded as it is now.

Even when i t wasn’t crowded, we had trouble gett ing flights out 
of Friendship.

Here is what I don’t understand. I read tha t le tter  from your chief 
counsel and you sav the public are the ones to be consulted.

Mr. Halaby. Yes.
Mr. Friedel. Now, you take a 50-mile radius around Friendship  

Airport, having a 4 million population. Take a 50-mile radius around 
Dulles Airpor t. It  is 1,350.000 people. In other words, there are 
three times more people in the radius of 50 miles at Friendship  than  
There is in a radius around Dulles.

Mr. Halaby. Are these people or air passengers?
Mr. F  riedel. No: these are people. Now, I take for granted tha t 

the way the figures are worked out is by percentage of the population.
Mr. Halaby. No.
Mr. Friedel. Well, these are people.
Mr. H alaby. No, si r: you have to draw a circle of air passengers 

and potential air passengers, sir. When you do that , you find tha t
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most of the air passengers are concentrated in Northwest Washing
ton, and they are more proximate and conveniently accessible to 
Dulles.

That is the problem.
Mr. F riedel. Our figures are altogether different than  that. Take 

Silve r Spring, or even go out into Pennsylvania Avenue, they are 
all closer to Baltimore within  a 50-mile radius. There  are passengers 
out there.  If  you use a radius 50 miles from Dulles or Chantilly, you 
have only 1 million people in tha t area.

Mr. Halaby. But there are more air passengers in there in the 50- 
mile radius th at is closer to Dulles.

Mr. F riedel. BOAC lost $30 million last year. It  is going to cost 
two or three times as much more for landing fees at Dulles than it 
did at Friendship. They moved to Dulles just because you and the 
CAB said Washington is the Nation’s Capital and they had to go there.

If  they are losing money and are going to pay three times the land
ing fees at Dulles tha t they paid at Friendship, I can’t see why, un
less there was some pressure on them or some persuasion, they would 
move to Dulles. There has to be something there. That is why I am 
try ing  to get the FA A out of the thing altogether.

Mr. Halaby. Mr. Congressman, would you please tell me in what 
way, in what instance, have we put any pressure on BOAC to move over ?

I have never even talked to BOAC. I haven’t exercised a muscle. 
If  there was something I could do which would have any effect on 
BOAC to get them to move from Friendship  to Dulles, I would not 
do it, sir. I wouldn’t do it in the future. That is not a proper action 
on my part.

The only issue that  is involved here, as you have narrowed it, sir, 
is whether you want the FA  A to have a Corporation that  is as far  
divorced from the Administra tor of  the FAA as is possible, or whether 
you want a Board of five commissioners appointed  by the President 
to oversee the whole thing. I pledge again that I will not exert any 
pressure on any air carr ier to leave Friendship  and go to Dulles, and 
I thin k any succeeding adm inis trato r would do the same.

Mr. Williams. Would the gentleman yield to me at tha t point?
Mr. Administrator, while you were talking about exerting pres

sures, all of the pressures don't necessarily have to be directed toward 
the airlines  or the CAB or anybody else. But it appears to me th at 
there is a possibility of a Government agency using its power of in
fluence on another Government agency, possibly, to obtain certain 
advantages for projects in which it is interested. I have heard quite 
a bit of t alk about the question of whether or not the Federa l Aviation 
Agency may have consulted with the Bureau of Public Roads, with 
respect to completion of cer tain, parts of the circumferentia l highway 
and Cabin John Bridge and have it completed out of schedule while 
other projects or other par ts of the same project are deferred until later.

I think probably you know what I am talkin g about—that is, the 
completion of the Cabin John Bridge section of the highway in ad
vance of the section that would take the Northwest Washington area 
to Friendship.
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In  other words, the Northwest Washington area, as I  unders tand 
it, is closer to Friendship in distance, but because they don’t have 
the access highway completed, it  is much closer in time from there 
to Dulles than it  is to Friendship .

Would it be a fair  question—and  whether it is f air  or not, I think 
I will pose the question—I th ink  I  will pose the question as to whether 
or not the Federa l Aviation Agency has consulted with the Bureau 
of Public Roads in respect to the possibility of completing  certain 
sections of tha t highway before they complete other sections?

Mr. Halaby. Mr. Chairman, I have not to my knowledge. I will 
go and look to see i f I  might have written a letter. 1 know I  haven’t 
talked to Mr. W hitten or anybody else over there. Most of our work 
with the Bureau of Public  Roads has been to try  to coordinate the 
highway program and the airport program in order  to get airstr ips 
along highways. But I would not be a bit surprised to find that a 
member of the FAA staff has told them we were going  to open the 
airp ort on October 1, tha t those people who want to come out of the 
northwest section and feed in on the Cabin John  Bridge  would be 
greatly convenienced if a 3.1 mile strip  were completed as near the 
time of the opening of the ai rpo rt as possible.

Now, I don't believe that the Bureau of Public  Roads is a pushover. 
1 don't think that  they  would grant any such request if one was made 
and 1 rather think one may have been made.

None of my fellows here knows of such a representation. But I 
can’t see tha t tha t would be regarded as anything  more than an in
quiry or a request to assist our Agency and they would have to judge 
who was being convenienced and inconvenienced.

Mr. W illiams. Well, I  just wanted to open the door fo r Mr. Friedel 
to take the ball from there  on.

Mr. Friedel. Ju st 1 minute.
Mr. Williams. Let the Chair  inform the  committe tha t we are going 

to have to vacate these quar ters in the next 15 or 20 minutes.
Mr. Friedel, if you are going to close up Dulles, you had better do 

it in the next 15 minutes.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Halaby,  I would like to say Mr. F unk  of the State 

Roads Commission of Maryland was requested by the Bureau of Pub 
lic Roads to complete t he Beltway running to this Virginia bridge. 
Instead of completing the  part of the Bal timore Beltway so they could 
get into Friendship , he picked the pa rt going to the Washington 
airpo rt.

That is part of the influence in question.
Mr. Halaby. Wouldn’t the Airports Board, with five Presidential 

appointees on it, be pushing 15 times as hard  as any fellow on my 
staff to do that?

I haven’t even established whether or not one of my boys did 
request expedited completion. But the only issue before the com
mittee, as I understand  it, is whether a board of five Presidential 
appointees oversees the statutory general manager which you would 
set up, or whether I  do. That is the issue.

Mr. Friedel. Let the  general manager run it.
Mr. Halaby. But he would do it. I am jus t hoping you will let 

him be the statutory officer and I can pa rk th is over there and not have
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Mr. Fkiedf.l. Mr. Devine asked this question of you, Mr. Halabv :
Do  you feel,  howe ver, Mr. H al aby . th a t in th e ab se nc e of  th e pa ss ag e of  

any  of  th is  legi slat io n,  you co ul d not  o pe ra te  i n a bus in es sl ik e m an ner  ou t th er e?
Mr. H alaby . No, I do n’t. I f  I sa id  it , if  yo u opera te  i t  th e  way  it  is now 

se t up . w ith th e C ha irm an  opera ti ng  un de r th is  pr op os ed  ad m in is tr at io n , we  
ca n op er at e.

Now, you said tha t and also said you don’t want  to be under the 
pressure of operating these two airports.  I am saying, let’s pass the 
corporation bill, take you out of it, let it be independent of you. You 
have enough to do being head of the FAA.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Jarm an,  did you have any questions ?
Mr. J arman. No questions.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Hemphill ?
Mr. H emphill. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I tried  to get  this from you a while back, and I  apprecia te your an

swer. In the rate base, what  I meant by monumental cost, some 
witnesses, and I am not asking you to pass on the ir testimony, sug
gested tha t this airpo rt had certain monumental features, not re ferring 
to cost but other features.

Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
Mr. H emphill. And I assumed they were refer ring  to the fact that 

whether  people like i t or not, we have $110 million out there, one of 
the finest airports in the world, and we have to either  throw it away or 
put  it  to some use. Now, do you have any estimate of what the monu
mental features—what percentage of the rate  base would be in that  
cost estimate?

Mr. H alaby. Yes, sir. I  have indicated tha t, in exercising my pres
ent responsibility for the operation and maintenance of this airpor t, 
we have taken out of the capi tal base those items of expense to the 
Government tha t should lie taken out and that  we feel the remaining 
items; namely, a total o f about $77 million, together with depreciation 
and in terest, should be the basis for charging rates.

In other  words, we have taken out the tower, the Federa l airpo rt 
aid grant , the access road, and the experimental prototype model of the 
lounge. Now, tha t is my answer.

Now, you could go on and say that  our Nation’s Capit al should not 
have as beaut iful and as elaborate an example of modern architecture 
as this, and even if it should have, the ai r carriers  shouldn’t have to pay 
for what apparently is one of the most interesting buildings in the 
United States.

As 1 think  we told the committee last, the number of sightseers 
has fa r exceeded the number of travelers. There  have been a 
total of 21,848 operations since we opened October 1. We have had 
6,300 a ir carrie r tri ps; 142,000 passengers, but there have been 600,000 
sightseers. Now, we think with  the spring  vacation and the Easter 
season coming on, we have told the Appropria tions Committee we are 
going to have to add janitors and police and highway patrolmen for a 
grea t surge of visitors.

Now, if I were an air car rier president, I would say, “You don’t 
charge me for the Washington Monument upkeep, you don’t charge 
me fo r the  Lincoln Memorial, why are you charging  me for the Dulles 
Memorial?”

And I  would argue tha t very strenuously.
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But  since I  am  on the othe r s ide  o f th at  table—o r r eally , M r. Hob bs 
is, because he is runn ing the th in g—when he is on the ot he r side of  
th at  table, he has  to say “T hi s is the maxim um am ount we can tak e 
ou t of  th e $110.8 mi llion, which  is t he  final figure, and the  resul t is  $77 
mil lion . I have promised the A pp ro pr ia tio ns  Comm ittee we will  do 
ou r very, very best  to get  th at  back w ith in 30 ye ars .”

Mr.  H em ph ill. Now, in the even t eit he r t he  n eg ot ia tor or  th e ma n
ager  which  you pu t in charg e sho uld  be ne go tia tin g with  the ca rri er  
in the fu tu re  on the  r ate s he wi ll cha rge  f or  l an ding  fees, is the re any 
pro vis ion  fo r arbi tra tio n,  or  wo uld  you object if  we put in the  legis
la tio n a ny  provision fo r a rb it ra tion ?

Mr.  H alaby. Th ere  is no pro vis ion  fo r arbi trat io n.  I  would 
str on gly obje ct to it  in  t he  b eli ef  t ha t an honest, fa ir , ope n b arga ining  
betw een an ai rp or t ow ne r-o pe ra tor and  the  user is the  bes t Am eric an 
trad iti on  and  th at  the  inte rpos iti on  of any  com pulsory  a rb it ra tion  here , 
like  so man y othe r pl aces , is unw ise .

Mr . H em ph ill . One final  questio n: You said in mak ing up  your  
ra te  base  th at  you also use th e calc ula tion  of  i nteres t which  would be 
no rm ally charg ed on the overa ll $75 o r $76 m illion.

Is  t ha t based on a 3 0-year am ort iza tio n, or  wh at proje cte d am ortiz a
tion basis is  that  based on ?

Mr. H alaby. We are  us ing a 4^4-per cent intere st ra te  and  we are 
am or tiz ing each item  in acc ordance wi th its rea lis tic  lif e expectancy.  
Some items a re down a ro un d 10 or 15 years  service l ife , and o thers, such 
as runw ay s and  ha rd  items  like th at  are  up  aro un d 30 or 35 years.

Mr . H em phill . Si mila r to  a deprec iat ion  schedule  ?
Mr . H alaby. Yes, si r;  it  is a business de prec iat ion  schedule. I t 

has  been tho rou gh ly explo red  by Ch air ma n Th om as  in  h is A pp ro pr ia 
tio ns  Com mittee, an d we beli eve we have  t he  un de rs tand ing and su p
po rt of  the  Congres s in tr y in g  to pay bac k to th e na tio na l taxp ay ers 
th is  $77 mil lion  that  the y have  invested here.

Mr. H em ph ill . I  wan t to  t ha nk  you fo r y ou r pa tie nce th roug h my 
ques tions.

Mr.  H alaby. I  would  lik e to say th at  I  hop e th e members of  th is  
com mit tee— which is such  an im po rta nt  com mit tee  to us and  to  all  
of  the Un ited State s—would  meet ou r new Dire ctor  of  Op era tions.  
We were  very  fo rtun at e in being able  to recr ui t Mr . Arvin  Saunders,  
presen t ma nager of  th e Gr ea ter  Cinc inn ati  In te rn at io na l Airpo rt . 
Prev iou s to th at , Mr.  Sa un de rs  was the head of  the Ra lei gh -D urham 
Airp ort, and a member of the board of directors of the Airport Exec
utives of the United States. He is an outs tanding professional ai r
po rt  manag er. We  feel very lucky in ge tti ng  a no ther  good business
man into th is show.

An d I realize  th at it is na tura l to suspec t th at we would be over- 
zealous in tryi ng  to  g et  t hat ai rp or t pa id  off. I  can only tell you  w ith  
all  honesty , th at  to my know ledge, we hav e no t used any regu la tory  
powers or  pressure s to  forc e anyo ne to move,  th a t we will  no t do so, 
and th at  al thou gh  we do n’t en thu sia sti ca lly  ca rry th is  burde n, we 
feel th at  unti l a m uch  be tte r wav of do ing  it  t ha n the  Airpo rts  Bo ard 
is proposed , the Co rporati on  bill  is t he  best cou rse  o f action.

Mr. F riedel. But  you feel th at  if  no bi ll passes, you  wil l be all  
rig ht , too; is th at  righ t ?

98 -1 55— e; 9
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Mr. Halaby. If  no bill passes, we will continue as we have. We 
thin k it will be a less businesslike operation  than we could make it 
unde r the Corporation.

Mr. Friedel. I wonder why. Tha t bothers me. Why? You have 
the same deputy, the same management, practica lly. And why could 
you not run it in a businesslike way ?

Mr. Halaby. I didn’t say it would be not businesslike. I said it 
would be less so. We gave about 17 reasons for this  at  the  last hear 
ing. But the one tha t impresses me most is th at we get a profit and 
loss kind of operation out of it. At the present time you appropriate  
the money, we spend it, and the revenues go in the Treasury. If  you 
create a Corporation and the revenues come in and the bills are paid 
from them you can develop a profit and loss attitu de, a sense of ac
countability. You know tha t if you make some money, you can use 
it  on improving the airpor t and you can, if  you have a flood, or a fire, 
or a heavy snowstorm, you can take some money out of one fund where 
it isn’t urgently needed and put  it  into another. Then you have your
self a business.

Mr. F riedel. You could not run in tha t way unless this bill is 
passed. You said Washington National Airport would have to take 
care of itself and Dulles would have to take care of itself.

Mr. H alaby. For the de termination of fees, the bill specifically pro
vides for each airport  to s tand on its own. But the Corporation, sir, 
is designed to give the flexibility of operation that  is needed in a good 
businesslike organization.

Mr. F riedel. Then you can use tha t money—if Dulles loses money, 
you can take money from Washington National and reduce the loss 
on Dulles by the profits you make at Washington National. You 
could also reduce your rates  and charges on the airlines when one 
airport is losing money.

You want the right to tran sfe r the funds from Washington Na
tional to Dulles.

Mr. Halaby. The legislation will require, sir, that the Appropr ia
tions Committee each yea r take a hard look at what  we are doing. 
We have the Washing ton National in the black now. Dulles is in 
the red for the near fu ture.  And that is the situation.

Mr. F riedel. Wouldn’t this be a back-door way, as they call it, 
of getting an appropr iation for the corporation without specific ap
proval from Congress?

Mr. Halaby. Well, it could be labeled that,  but since we have to 
go before the Appropriations Committee with exactly the same data 
and all we have gotten is a little  flexibility in the use of funds afte r 
they are made available, I  do no t believe it  is back-door financing in 
the sense of contract author ization  or any of the other  forms of so- 
called back-door spending. There are some 11 or 12 active Govern
ment corporations, and I don’t know tha t thei r back doors are being 
abused. But of course, I don’t have any responsibility for them.

Mr. Friedel. I think t ha t is all.
Mr. W illiams. Any fur the r questions?
Mr. Macdonald. I just have one, which is a very simple one, and 

perhaps shouldn’t be asked.
I was wondering, in short- range flights such as from Boston and 

New York, will National not be used now by jets  th at  are in operation 
at this  moment?
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Mr. Halaby. We anticipate, Mr. Macdonald, tha t the shuttle  
flights and short-haul flights such as Boston to Washington or New 
York to Washington would continue to use National. There may be 
some flights th at will move over to Dulles for the  reason th at they are 
connecting flights  with, let’s say, an  oversea flight.

But  I  think they would be exceptional. Most of these short-range 
flights carry  the so-called briefcase traffic and these passengers want 
to be only 9 minutes rather tha n 45 minutes away.

Mr. Macdonald. An hour, maybe?
Mr. Halaby. Well, the average time throughout the day has been 

running 45 to 50 minutes. The shortest trip s I have heard of are 35 
minutes. I t is very interes ting that  the estimates are a littl e bit 
shorte r in time than we ant icipated. We are finding that the average 
mobile lounge time from air cra ft stopped with engines off into the 
termina l is approximate ly 8 minutes. There is almost no wait for 
baggage. The baggage is usually there before the passenger.

The delays we have heard about more often than  not have been 
the delays following the p icking up of the baggage and ge tting a load 
onto the limousine. Once the limousine leaves the line, the average 
time has been about 45 minutes. Tha t is down to 12th and K, not 
out to the Northwest.

Mr. Macdonald. Thank you, Mr. I lalaby.
Mr. Williams. Any fur ther questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Halaby.
The subcommittee has received several letters and statements. 

Among those received are statements from our colleagues, Mr. Morton 
and Mr. Sickles, both of Maryland .

If  there is no objection, these statements along with the other ma
teria l received may be inserted at this point  in the record.

(The  data referred to above follows:)
Sta teme nt  of H on. R ogers C. B . Morton, a R epr ese ntative  in  Congress F rom 

th e  State of Maryland

Mr. Chai rman, I am pleased to hav e the opportunity  to join  my colleagues in 
suppor t of H.R. 2081—to tran sfer  cer tain  adminis tra tive responsibility for  the 
ope ration of Washington Na tional  Airport and Dulles In ter na tio na l Airpo rt 
from the  Admin istrator  of the Federal  Aviation Agency to a Washington Air 
por ts Board .

Since 1959, Friendship In ternat iona l Airport has served  the Capital  area for  
je t traffic safely  and efficiently. Yet, under the  existing proposal of the Federal 
Avia tion Agency and the Civil Aero naut ics Board, at  the  completion of Dulles 
In ter na tio na l Airport all je t traffic will be dive rted from Friend ship In terna
tion al Airpor t to Dulles In ternat iona l Airport-

Res iden ts of the western  section of the Distr ict  of Columbia , Montgomery 
County, and Prince Georges County deserve the  rig ht to selec t the  f aci lity  which 
best  sui ts the ir needs. They have received excellent, convenien t service  from 
Friend ship and arbi tra ry  removal  of such service is unfai r. I do not suggest  
th at  ei the r facili ty be given pre fer en tia l t reatmen t.

Over 6 million people are served by F riendship Inter na tio na l Airport. Action 
to expand one fa cili ty a t the  expense of the  other cannot be condoned.

For these reasons I join  my colleagues in vigorous sup por t to estab lish an 
independ ent agency to adminis ter  the Washington Airport . Equ itable trea tment  
fo r all faci litie s would be insure d through the  establ ishment of a Washington 
Airports  Board.

I urge passage  of H.R. 2081.
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House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1963.

Hon. J ohn Bell Williams,
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, Inter state and For

eign Commerce Committee, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. Chairman : Unfortunately meetings of the House Education and

Labor Committee prevented me from appearing before your subcommittee re
garding  legislation to create a Washington Airports Board to opera te Washington 
Nationa l and Dulles Inte rnational  Airports. I unders tand there  are three bills 
before your  subcommittee on this sub jec t: H.R. 2081, introduced by Congressman 
Fr ieae l; H.R. 3400 introduced by Congressman Lankford; and H.R. 3328, intro
duced by Congressman Long. 1 plan to introduce legislation to deal with this 
problem and am indeed pleased tha t you have scheduled hearings on this subject.

I believe tha t action to trans fer  responsibility for the operation of Washington 
Nationa l Airport and Dulles International  Airport to an independent agency 
is highly desirable. Such a tran sfe r would eliminate the conflict of interes t 
which is inherent in the present situation in which the Federal Aviation 
Agency is both operator and regulator  of the Washington airports.  I do not 
believe tha t continuation of thi s situation, which obviously places independently 
operated Friendship Airport at  a competitive disadvantage,  is equitable.

I understand the subcommitte is also considering a Federa l aviation admin
istra tion  bill, H.R. 826, which would place control of the Washington airpor ts 
in a coporation whose head would be appointed by the Adminis trator of the 
FAA. In addition to continuing the present conflict-of-interest situation, this 
arrangement would remove the financial operation of these airpo rts from close 
congressional scrutiny. Needless to say I believe that  the Congress should take 
an annua l look a t the operation of Dulles Airport so that the Congress can tell 
jus t how much Dulles is really costing the taxpayer in addition to the $33 million 
Federa l “gift” the airport has receive thus far. FAA officials have repeatedly 
testified tha t they have no in tention  of recovering about $33 million of the $110 
million tota l cost of Dulles Airport excluding costs of the Dulles interceptor 
sewer.

To eliminate any possible conflict of interest, to insure adequate  congressional 
financial control, and to preserve for the air  travelers of the Baltimore-Wash
ington area their right to use any of the area ’s three major  airport facilities, 
I support the creation of an independent agency to operate Washington National 
and Dulles International  Airports.

With best wishes,
Very sincerely yours,

Carlton R. Sickles,
Member of Congress.

Statement by Albert J. Klingel, J r., Executive Director, Fairfax County 
Economic & Industrial Development Committee

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Albert J. Klingel, 
Jr. I am executive director of the Fair fax County Economic & Indus trial 
Development Committee, an  agency of the F airfax County government. I have 
been directed by the members of my committee to present our views concern
ing section 7 of H.R. 826 and earnestly to request the committee’s favorable 
consideration for the provisions of this proposed legislation tha t make possible 
the tran sfer of jurisdiction over Dulles Airport access road and/or parallel 
rights-of-way to the State of Virginia.

I will try to avoid repetition of the previous testimony, except to say that  
we concur in the positions taken by Congressman Joel T. Broyhill, Mr. Carlton 
C. Massey, Fairfax County executive and the representatives of the Fairfax 
County Chamber of Commerce. We would like to bring to the committee’s 
attent ion several reasons why we feel that  a great deal is at stake in this 
mat ter not only for our own community, but for the entire Washington metro
politan area and the Nation as well.

The advent of Dulles International Airport in Fair fax County has greatly 
enlarged our opportunities for economic development. It appears certain that 
the airp ort will influence a subs tantial expansion in western Fair fax County 
and easte rn Loudoun County and prove to be an attraction to a very sizable 
number of private commercial and indust rial enterprises. More than half of 
the land in Fair fax County planned for industria l development is oriented to-
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w ard  th e  a ir p o rt  co rr id or . W e en vi si on  de ve lopm en t of  th es e a re a s  as em 
pl oy m en t cen te rs  of th e hi gh es t qua li ty  ba sed pri m ar il y  on re se arc h  an d tech 
nic al ly  or ie nte d  in dust ri es  and po ss ib ly  includ ing Gov er nm en t ag en ci es  w ith 
sc ient ifi c in te re st s.  We feel th a t th is  ki nd  of  econom ic ac ti v it y  w ill  benefit  
no t o nly  t h e  g en er al  com mun ity , bu t a ls o  en ha nc e th e s ta tu re  an d u ti li zati on  o f th e 
im port an t F edera l a ir po rt  fa cil it y  a t  Cha nt il ly . The  ac tive  co nsi der at io n be ing  
giv en to  th e  a re a  by som e of  th e  la rg es t an d fin es t co m pa ni es  in  th e U ni ted 
S ta te s has conf irm ed  ou r co nf iden ce  in  it s po te nt ia l. In  ev er y in st an ce , how
ev er , it  h as been cl ea r th a t a fina l de cis ion to lo ca te  in  or  near th e a ir po rt  
co mplex  hi ng es  upon  th e av a il ab il it y  of  su itab le  ac ce ss  to W as hi ng to n,  D.C.

T he  ch oice  of  F a ir fa x  Cou nty a s  th e  loca tio n fo r Dul les A ir port  has en la rg ed  
ou r oppo rt un it ie s,  but a t th e  sa m e tim e,  it  ha s g re atl y  in cr ea se d our re sp on si 
bi li ties . W e a re  co nsciou s of  th e  fa c t th a t fo r m an y m il lion s of American s, 
th e a ir p o rt  high way  co rr id or w il l pro vi de  th eir  fi rs t im pr es sion  of  th e ir  N at io n’s 
C ap ital . W e a re  also  aw are  th a t m an y im port an t fo re ig n v is it o rs  to  ou r coun 
tr y  w ill  re ce iv e th e ir  f ir st  an d perh aps la st in g im pr es sion  of .Am erica from  w hat  
th ey  se e as  th ey  tr avel ac ro ss  F a ir fa x  Co un ty  fr om  th e a ir p o rt  to  th e D is tr ic t 
of  Colum bia.  I t is  ou r ho pe  and  our goal th a t th es e im pr es si on s will  be fa vor
ab le.

Y ea rs  of  tim e an d ef fo rt hav e be en  in ve sted  by  th e countr y  in  pl an s to  gu ide 
th e de ve lo pm en t of  w es te rn  F a ir fa x  Co un ty  in cl ud in g th e ai ri> or t co rr id or , ac 
co rd in g to  th e pr in cipl es  en uncia te d  in the year 2000  pl an . M aj or cl ust er s of 
de ve lopm en t includ e th e uniq ue Res to n co mmun ity , H er nd on , an d th e Tys on s 
C or ne r comp lex , a s  w ell  as in d u s tr ia l zon es ad jo in in g th e D ul le s A irpo rt . Th es e 
h ig her de nsi ty  c lu st er s w ill  be  se para te d  by  appro pri a te  wed ge s of  park  la nd  
and low-den si ty  est a te  ar eas.  R ep re se nta tion  fo r th e c u lt u ra l ac hi ev em en t of 
our co untr y  has  been ass u re d  by  th e decis ion  of  th e Ass oc ia tio n of  Amer ican  
Sy mph on y O rc he st ra s to  lo ca te  it s N at io na l C en te r on a tr a c t ad jo in in g th e 
hi gh w ay . Unless ac ce ss  is  obta in ed , th e de ve lopm en t of  th is  im port an t se gm en t 
of  th e N at io na l C ap ital  a re a  w ill  be  re ta rd ed . Moreo ve r, th e lack  of  appro 
p ri a te  hi gh w ay  co nn ec tio ns  w il l in trod uc e d is to rt io ns whi ch  m ay  mak e it  im 
po ss ib le  fo r us  to  im pl em en t o u r po rt io n of th e year 2000 pl an . W ithout  pro per  
ac ce ss , th is  are a co uld wel l de ve lop as  a bac ky ar d fo r ou r cit y, ra th e r th an  
fu lfi ll it s ro le  a s th e fr o n t door to  th e C ap ital  of  th e  U ni te d Sta te s.

P re ssu re  of po pu la tion  gro w th  in  w es te rn  F a ir fa x  Cou nt y is  cer ta in  to  cre a te  
a co nt in uin g d em an d fo r ne w an d im proved  high way s. The  co sts fo r th es e ro ad s 
wou ld  ha ve  to  be m et  p a rt ly  by  th e ta xpayers  of  V irgi ni a an d part ly  by  thos e 
of  th e  co un try as  a who le  th ro ugh  Fed er al  co nt ribu tion s.  Se cti on  7 of  II .R . 826 
of fe rs  Co ng ress  th e opport un it y  to  mee t th is  de man d a t  v ir tu a ll y  no addit io nal  
co st  to  th e ta xpayers  of  th e  Nat ion.  F urt her m ore , by  g ra n ti ng  ju ri sd ic tion  to  
th e  S ta te  of  V irg in ia , C on gr es s will  m ak e po ss ib le  th e de ve lopm en t of  t he Dul les  
A ir port  co rr id or  in a  m anner appro pri a te  to  th e w or ld ’s la rg est  an d mos t mo d
ern  a ir p o rt  a nd  th e th re sh old  o f our  C ap ital  C ity .

Sta teme nt  of J . B. H ar tran ft . J r., in  B f.h a i.f of t h e  Aircraft Own er s & 
P ilots Asso ciatio n

T he  A ir cra ft  Owne rs  & P il o ts  Assoc ia tio n appre cia te s th e oppo rt un ity to  
p re se n t it s  view s w ith  re sp ect to  H.R. 826 an d re la te d  bil ls  which  are  be fo re  
th e Su bc om mittee  on T ra nsp o rt a ti on  a nd  A er on au tics .

W e a re  in sy m pa th y w it h  m an y of  th e  ob ject iv es  so ught by  th e sp on so rs  of  
th e  va ri ous bi lls  bef or e your co mmittee . How ev er , we do not be lie ve  th a t an y 
of  th e bil ls,  as  w ri tt en , pro vi de s th e be st  av ai la ble  so lu tion  to  th e prob lems now 
co nf ro nt in g th e  c om m it te e.  The re fo re  we  reco mmen d d ra ft in g  a ne w bil l ra th e r 
th an  a tt em pting exte nsi ve am en dm en t.

The  A ir cra ft  O wne rs  & P ilo ts  Assoc ia tio n fa vors  an d urg es  co ng re ss io na l 
ac tion  to  divo rc es  th e  B ure au  of N at io nal  C apit a l A ir port s from  th e F edera l 
A viat io n Age ncy . T he  B ure au ’s fu n c ti o n ; i.e. , th e  da y- to -d ay  op er at io n of  a ir 
port s in th e N at io nal  C apit a l ar ea , is  not in  harm ony w ith th e Fed er al  A vi at io n 
Ag en cy ’s pr in ci pa l purp ose s as  ou tl in ed  in  th e  F edera l A viat io n Act of in 
sect ion 108. T he  A dm in is tr a to r of th e  F ed er al  A vi at io n Agency, by  fu nct io nin g 
in  tw o such  d is para te  ca pa ci tie s,  as  a sa fe ty  re gu la to r an d an  a ir po rt  la ndl or d,  
is  pl ac ed  in an  u ndesi ra b le  po sit ion.
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We recognize that the FAA curren tly administers a number of airpor ts in 
Alaska, the Pacific islands, and even several in the continental United States in 
the form of intermediate fields for emergency purposes. We have, in the 
Mitchel Field case, suggested t ha t the FAA do even more a long this line. How
ever, we have always found it reluc tant  to expand this airport management 
role. Even in the National Capita l area, where airpo rt faciliti es for general 
aviation purposes are woefully inadequate, where traffic density is reasonably 
heavy, and where the FAA’s right to act is fairly  clear cut, it has resisted 
recommendations by many parties, including ourselves, to take over or convert 
available airport facilities in the Bolling-Anacostia complex or at Beltsville 
to remedy the situation. By this  reluctance, the Agency has demonstrated 
itself as something less than eager  to remedy present and curable problems 
with economical and available solutions.

In our judgment, the Federal  Aviation Agency has already reached a size 
which makes it  abnormally difficult to manage. Splitting the Bureau away from 
the Agency would help to reduce this unmanageable size.

Several alternatives are available  for administering the Bureau of National 
Capital Airports.

1. The Bureau can remain as is or it can be separated  from the Federal 
Aviation Agency.

2. The Bureau can be incorporated or remain unincorporated.
3. The Bureau can be administe red by a board or commission with or without 

an executive officer, or it can be administered by an executive officer with or 
without an advisory board.

4. The Bureau can be t ransfer red  to another existing agency of Government 
already commissioned with similar functions and responsibilities and already 
endowed with the necessary administrative  overhead.

In our judgment, two solutions are acceptable for disposing of the Bureau 
of National Capital Airports, one of which is much preferable to the other.

1. As the  preferable solution, we recommend transfe r of the National Capital 
airpo rts and appropriate portions of the Bureau to an existing agency respon
sible for  operating service facil ities  of a comparable character. We suggest 
tha t either the National Park Service or the General Services Administration 
or both in combination could assume this obligation. Both have had extensive 
experience in the operation of public facilities, landlord-tenant relationships, 
concession administration and rela ted problems associated with the ownership 
and operation of buildings and facil ities which serve the public. The National 
Park  Service has even had some experience in airport operation.

2. Acceptable as a much less desirable solution, would be to establish the 
National Capital airports as a separate, unincorporated agency, administered 
by a  professional Director under  the supervision of a part-time public service 
airport board representing the inte rests to be served by the National Capital 
airports.

The merit of the first solution lies in tha t such a transfer  would avoid estab
lishment of sti ll another independent public agency with all the attendant costs 
of complete administrat ive overhead for legal, fiscal, personnel, supply, and simi
lar purposes. The transfe r would relieve the Federal Aviation Agency of a func
tion different from its basic purpose, as previously indicated. The transf er would 
place this function with an agency already established to provide comparable 
services in the National Capital area .

In many respects, many of the featu res embodied in the National Capital a ir
ports have been established to serve the requirements of governmental prestige. 
In our judgment, this precludes, or ought to. treatment as a businesslike enter
prise on a corporate basis. In large  part, these airpor ts embody monumental 
characte ristics,  appropriate perhaps to the seat of government, but established 
to serve political or diplomatic purposes rath er than transpor tation purposes. 
The facilities, particular ly at Dulles International Airport, greatly  exceeded the 
real needs of the air transportat ion marke t in the Washington metropolitan area. 
No community of a comparable size or similar market potential tha t we know 
of has established such monumental airport facilities or invested comparable 
funds for this purpose. Following is a list, drawn from a U.S. Census source, of 
the 20 larges t metropolitan areas in the Nation. We were unable to obtain con
solidated capital investment figures for their  ai rpor t facilities . However, in our 
estimation, due to size, location, time of construction, and similar cost factors, 
it is unlikely that  any but the top three could have a grea ter airp ort investment
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than the Federal Government has in the National Capital airpor ts—and even 
those three may not.

Rank of standard metropolitan statistical areas in the United States, I960

R an k M et ro po li ta n  ar ea P opu la ti on R ank M etr o p o li ta n  ar ea P opu la ti on

1 NT aw Y or k 10,694.633 11 C le vela nd________ _____ _____ 1,7 96,595

2 TjOS Angeles 6,742,696 12 B alt im ore ........... ................. ........... 1, 727,023

3 Chica go 6,220,913 13 N ew ark  _____________________ 1,689,420

4 P h il adelp h ia 4 ,342,897 14 M in neapo li s_____ ____________ 1,4 82,030

5 D etr o it 3,7 62,360 15 B uf fa lo ____ __________________ 1,306,957

6 San  Fra nc isco 2, 783̂  359 16 H o u s to n ___________________ 1,243,158

7 Bos ton 2, 589,301 17 M il w a u k e e .. . .............. . ........... . 1,194,290

8 P it ts b u rg h 2,405 ,43 5 18 P a te rs o n ................................... ....... 1,1 86,873

9 S t Louis 2,060,103 19 S e a tt le _______________________ 1,107,213

to W as hi ngt on D  C 2; 001,897 20 D al la s________________________ 1,083,601

Furthermore Dulles was designed primarily to serve jet a irc raf t traffic. There
fore most of its facilities exceed the needs of most other  airc raf t users in both 
air  carr ier transportation and general aviation. We do not mean to say tha t 
non jet  a ir carrier or general aviation users have no need to land at Dulles now 
that it is established and operation al; rather  we mean tha t the facilities in 
terms of land, runway and taxiway length and width, and buildings ar e much 
greater than these air cra ft require. In fact we believe both the present and 
foreseeable needs of the area for air  carr ier airport facilities were being and 
could have been adequate ly served by Washington National Airport and Friend
ship International  Airport. Apparently, the “regional airport concept” is valid 
Federal  policy almost any place except in the Washington region.

Similarly Washington National  Airport is designed and organized primarily 
to serve airline traffic of the nonjet characte r. Most of the facilities provided 
exceed the needs of most general aviation users, although not by the vast mar
gin which prevails a t Dulles In ternational. Again, we do not mean to imply that 
general aviation users have no need to land at Washington National but rath er 
that the facilities provided are either greater than most general aviation ir- 
cra ft need or a re limited to the service of a ir car rier  airc raft.  Incidental ly we 
feel that  service facili ties at Washington National for general aviation are  in
adequate for the traffic and hope the authorities responsible will move a t once 
to enable the establishment  of some competition for this business.

The merit of the second solution, stated above, lies in its economy and respon
siveness to user requirements. A professional Director of Airports would be much 
less extensive than a Board of five, drawing $100,500 plus additional expenses 
for personal staff, travel, perquisites, etc.

A part-time Airpor t Board, representing the user interests concerned could 
provide adequate broad policy guidance to the Director  at minimal cost to the 
Government. Such a system is used in most communities across the Nation.

In our view H.R. 826 has  several defects :
1. The Advisory B oard is advisory rather  than  supervisory. As an advis

ory panel its impact  would be much less effective. Not being composed 
of user representat ives it would not be responsive to user needs for service 
or cognizant of user  capabilities. This is not to say tha t the Board should 
not include a representat ive of the public which is also a user.

2. The bill lacks crite ria for establishment of charges and fees to be levied 
by the corporation.

It does specify tha t the Corporation is to be run on a businesslike basis and  
tha t all costs, including investment, interest, etc., should be recovered. It  in
cludes also provisions that charges should be “fa ir and reasonable,” “consistent ,” 
and that  capital  investment should not include the equivalent of funds that  
would have been provided by the Federal Airport  Act under normal circum
stances. We agree that  if the bill is adopted and the Bureau is incorporated, 
a more businesslike operation would probably resul t. However we contend t ha t 
since these monuments to governmental prestige are  excessive to the needs of 
most aviation users, tha t at least the excess must and ought to be borne by 
the Public Treasury . Any fees developed to recover full costs of all of the  
facilities provided, even excepting the equivalent  of FAAP funds, would con
stitu te an unwarranted  and discriminatory burden upon the aeronautical users 
for facilities which were not provided to meet the ir needs but to satisfy  other
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nonae ro nau ti ca l pu rpos es . We  do ub t th a t bu sine ss like  op er at in g pr in ci pl es  
a re  appro pri a te  to  no nb us in es sl ike cap it a l in ve st m en ts  an d be lieve  th e  C or po ra 
tion  wo uld  hav e tr ou bl e re flec tin g th is  d is p a ri ty  in it s de al in gs  w ith  te nan ts  
an d us er s.

W ith  re sp ec t to  use r ch arge s le t us  s ta te  a t  th e  outs et  th at,  as  a gen er al  p ri n 
cip le,  we  are  no t opposed to  us er  ch ar ge s if  su ch  ch ar ge s a re  imposed unifor m ly  
th ro ug ho ut  Gov er nm en t fo r al l co m pa ra bl e se rv ic es  prov ided  to al l co m pa ra bl e 
us er s.  In  our vie w,  use r ch ar ge s sh ou ld  n o t be se lect ively ap pl ie d to hi gh w ay  
us er s or  to aero nau ti ca l us er s alo ne .

Ho we ver, w hi le  on th e su bj ec t of use r ch ar ges , we m ig ht  po in t ou t th a t one of 
th e pri m ar y  re as ons fo r Gov ernm en t ac ti v it y  in  a giv en  field is to  m ak e avail 
ab le  a cert a in  se rv ic e or  fa ci li ty  to  th e public fo r fr ee  use . Up  to  re cen t tim es  
th e co nc ep t has be en  th a t ta xat io n  w as  th e  u se r ch ar ge  f or Gov ernm en t-p ro vi de d 
se rv ices  an d fa ci li ti es . In  fa c t we  be lie ve  it  is  high ly  qu es tion ab le  w heth er the 
Gov ernm en t sh ou ld  be enga ge d a t a ll  in any  so rt  of  ac tiv ity  which  is  de em ed  to 
pr ov id e se lect iv e be ne fit s fo r a few  ra th e r th an  be ing in  th e pu bl ic  in te re st . We  
su sp ec t th a t an y en te rp ri se  in which  u se r ch ar ge s are  appro pri a te  pr op er ly  
be lon gs  in  th e re al m  of  pri vat e en te rp ri se  and  sh ou ld  be av oide d as  no t in  the 
pu bl ic  in te re st .

At th is  po in t it  is  im port an t an d nec es sa ry  to  dis ting ui sh  be tw ee n th e two 
ki nd s of  aero nau ti ca l use r ch ar ge s which  a re  curr en tl y  di scus sed.  On e ki nd  is 
th a t su gg es ted  in  th e P re si den t’s bu dg et.  I t  co ns is ts  of  a ga llo na ge  ta x  on av ia 
tio n fu el  or  an  e xc ise on  t ic ke ts  or w ay bil ls  to  part ia ll y  of fset th e co st  of  th e  a ir  
tra ffi c co nt ro l sy st em  prov ided  by th e F edera l A viat io n Agency. The  o th er kind  
co ns is ts  of  a  spe cif ic fee  ap pl ied by an  a ir p o rt  land lo rd , e it her d ir ec tly  or in 
di re ct ly , up on  a specific a ir c ra ft  oper at or fo r hi s us e of  th e aero nauti cal a ir p o rt  
fa ci li ti es  pr ov id ed  by th e land lo rd . I t is  th is  la tt e r ki nd  which  co nce rn s us  
w ith  re sp ec t to  th e  legi sl at io n under  co ns id er at io n.

I f  a nd  w hen th e  g en er al  p rinc ip le  o f use r ch ar ges  i s to be ap pl ie d to  d ir ec t us er s 
of  aero nau ti ca l a ir p o rt  fa ci li ties , th en  we be liev e thos e ch ar ge s shou ld  he  sca led  
to  re fle ct  th e ex te n t of  th e  specifi c use r’s ne ed  fo r such  fa ci li ti es . W e reco gn ize 
th a t th is  m ay  im po se  ex tens ive co st  acc ount in g re qui re m en ts  up on  th e  Gov ern
men t, bu t eq ui ty  de m an ds  th a t u se rs  no t be  ch ar ge d use r fees  fo r fa cil it ie s 
g ra tu it ousl y  pr ovi ded  wh ich  a re  gr os sly su pe rf lu ou s to  th e spe cif ic u se r’s needs. 
In  t h is  reg ar d we  b eli ev e th a t an y use r c harg es lev ied  shou ld  b e f orm ula te d  on th e 
bas is  o f th e fo llow in g cri te ri a  :

1. F acil it ie s es ta bl is he d to  mee t a i r  c a rr ie r ne eds shou ld  no t be  re fle cted  
in  fee s c har ged  t o  g en er al  av ia tion u se rs  a nd v ice  ve rsa.

2. F ac il it ie s es ta bli sh ed  to  m ee t th e  ne ed s of  la rg e a ir c ra ft  sh ou ld  no t 
be  re fle cted  in  fe es  ch ar ge d to use rs  of sm al l a ir c ra ft  an d vic e ve rs a.

3. F ac il it ie s es ta bl is he d to  mee t th e  sp ec ia l ne ed s of  je t.  he lico pt er . 
V /S TOL, o r any o th er spec ia l a ir c ra ft , sh ou ld  no t b e ref lec ted  in fe es  c ha rg ed  
to  use rs  o f p is to n,  f ixe d-w ing  a ir c ra ft , an d  v ice  versa .

4. F ac il it ie s es ta bl is hed  to  m ee t th e  sp ec ia l ne ed s of  ca rg o oper at io ns 
sh ou ld  n ot b e refle cted  in  fe es  cha rg ed  to  non ca rg o o per at ors  a nd  vic e ve rs a.

5. F acil it ie s es ta bl is he d fo r pu rp os es  of go ve rn m en ta l pr es tig e,  s ta te c ra ft , 
or  m ee tin g m il it a ry  re qu ir em en ts  sh ould  not be refle cted  in  fees  ch ar ge d to 
civi lian  o r no ng ov er nm en ta l us er s.

In  su m m ar y,  th e  A ir cra ft  Owne rs  & P il o ts  Assoc ia tio n reco m men ds  p re f
er ab ly  t ha t,  ra th e r  th an  ad op tin g an y of  t h e  bil ls  now be fo re  th e co mm itt ee , new 
legi sl at io n be  d ra ft ed  to tr an sf e r W as hin gto n N at io na l A irport , D ul le s In te r
nat io nal  A irpo rt , th e  Dul les access ro ad an d  su ch  pe rson ne l, an d o th er pro per ty  
an d reco rd s of  th e  B ur ea u of  N at io na l C ap it a l A irport s as  is  appro pri a te  to 
e it her th e G en er al  Se rv ices  A dm in is tr at io n o r th e N at io na l P a rk  Se rv ice, to  ad 
m in is te r alon g w ith th e ir  si m ilar  re sp onsi b il it ie s fo r o th er  pu bl ic  bu ild ings , 
pa rk s,  an d m on um en ts  in th e N at io na l C ap it a l ar ea . T his  tr an sfe r sh ou ld  be 
ac co mpa nied  by  in st ru cti ons th a t an y u se r ch ar ges  to  be levied  sh ou ld  be  de 
ve lop ed in co ns on an ce  w ith  th e c ri te ri a  ou tl in ed  above,  an d th a t th e  pub lic in 
te re st  po rt io n of  th e  co st of  an y fa ci li ty  pr ov id ed , wi ll be  bo rn e by th e  Pu bl ic  
T re asu ry  ra th e r th an  att em pt in g reco ve ry  th ro ugh  use r ch arge s.

A lter na tive ly , AO PA  rec om me nds th a t th e  N at io na l C ap ital  A irport s be  est ab
lis he d as  a se para te  un in co rp or at ed  ag en cy , ad m in is te re d by a pr of es si on al  
d ir ec to r under th e  su pe rv is ion of a part -t im e  pu bl ic  se rv ice A irport  Boa rd  
re pre se nting  th e  in te re st s to  be se rved . I t  sh ou ld  be in st ru cte d  re gar din g us er  
ch ar ge s as  in ou r pr ev io us  re co m men da tio n.

W e be lieve  on e of  th es e ac tio ns  w ill  pro vid e th e  m os t econom ica l an d eq ui ta bl e 
so lu tion  to  th e p ro bl em s n ow befor e th e co mm itt ee .
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Baltim ore, Md., Mar ch  19, 1963.
lion . J oh n Bell W il li am s,
Cha irm an , Tra nsp ort at io n an d A ero nauti cs  Su bc om mit tee,
H ou se  I n te rs ta te  a nd  F or eign  Com mer ce  Co mmitt ee ,
Hou se  of  R ep re se nt at iv es , W as hi ng to n,  D.C .

H av in g be en  th e may or  of B alt im ore  un de r who se  adm in is tr a ti on  pl an s fo r 
F ri endsh ip  In te rn ati onal A ir port  w er e in au gura te d , I fe el  a de ep  pe rs on al  an d 
civ ic  in te re s t in  th e bil ls in tr oduce d in  th e Co ng res s to  p ro te ct  th is  fa cil it y  from  
u n fa ir  co m pe tit io n fro m D ul le s In te rn a ti o n a l A irpo rt . In  part ic u la r,  I st ro ng ly  
su pport  and rec om me nd  fa vora ble  act io n  on legi sl at io n which  wou ld  tr an sfe r th e 
co nt ro l of  th e Dul les In te rn a ti o n a l A irport  from  th e hands of  th e  Fed er al  
A vi at io n Ag ency A dm in is tr at or,  th e  ve ry  man  who  has ju ri sd ic ti on  ov er the 
ai rl in es them se lves , to  an  in dep en dent bo ard.  Su ch  ac tion  to  div es t th e FA A 
A dm in is tr a to r fro m hi s dual  ro le  a s  re gula to r of  th e  a ir li nes as well  as  of th e 
Dul les fa c il it ie s wh ich  th e a ir li nes are  be ing  pre ss ure d to  us e is  espe ciall y 
im per at iv e in th is  a re a which  h as  been  im bued  th ro ugh so m an y unfo rt unate  
ex pe rien ce s w ith  se riou s m is gi vi ng s ab ou t th e  st a te  of  m ora li ty  an d et hi cs  in  
go ve rn m en t.

Li ke  C aesa r’s wi fe,  ch osen  re pre se n ta ti ves of  th e peop le m ust  be above su s
pic ion , an d th e FAA  A dm in is tr a to r su re ly  ca nnot ac hiev e th is  s ta tu s  whi le  he  
is  f or ce d to  p ro m ote bu sine ss  f o r th e  f ed er al ly  c ons tr uc te d and fe der al ly  op er at ed  
D ul le s a ir p o rt  a t th e sa m e tim e th a t he  ho lds  li fe -o r-de at h po w er  over th e a ir 
lin es  w hi ch  m us t de cid e w heth er or not to  u se  i t.

F ri endsh ip  In te rn a ti ona l A ir port , co ns truc te d w ith  80 perc en t of  th e  co sts  
be ing pr ov id ed  by B al tim or e C ity,  ca n an d will  co mpe te  su cc es sful ly  w ith  th e 
a ll -F edera l Dul les In te rn a ti o n a l A irpor t if  th e  fig ht  fo r a ir  tra ffi c can be 
co nd uc ted w ithout th e  d ir ec t o r im pl ied in te rv en tion of  th e  FA A in  be ha lf  of 
Dul les . F or th es e re as on s,  I agai n  ur ge  y ou r co m m it tee to  es ta b li sh  a W as hi ng , 
to n A ir port s Boa rd , in dep en dent of  th e FAA, to  oper at e D ul le s a ir po rt  an d th e 
o th er pu bl ic  a ir  fa ci li ty , under th e  ju ri sd ic tion  of  th e G ov er nm en t in  th e are a,  
W as hin gt on N at io na l A irpo rt .

T heodore R. McKe ij ii n .

T h e  Metropolitan Was hing to n Board of T rade,
W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  A pri l 1, 1963.

Ho n. J oh n Bell W il lia m s ,
Cha irm an , Tra ns por ta tion an d Aer on au tics  Sub co m m it te e,
H ou se  o f Rep re se nt at iv es , W as hi ng to n,  D.C.

D ear Mr. Cha irman  : T he M et ro po li ta n W as hi ng to n B oar d of T ra de has  
fo llo wed  ve ry  clo sel y your  re cen t hea ring s on H.R.  826 whi ch  wo uld in co rp ora te  
W as hin gto n’s tw o a ir p o rt s u nder th e F ed er al  A vi at io n Ag ency, an d H.R.  2081 
whi ch  wo uld  cr ea te  a W ash in gt on A irpo rt s B oa rd  as an  in de pe nd en t agen cy  of  
th e  Fed era l Gov ernm en t.

Bec au se  th e ad eq ua cy  of a ir  se rv ice to  th e  m et ro poli ta n  a re a  of  W as hi ng to n 
v it a ll y  af fect s ev er y re si den t,  we  wi sh  to  ex pr es s our co nc er n in th e is su es  be fo re  
your co mm itt ee  a nd  re quest  pe rm ission  to  ha ve  our  v iew s includ ed  in  th e reco rd .

T he  B oa rd  of  T ra de  has su pp or te d a sec ond a ir po rt  fo r W as hi ng to n ev er  sin ce  
it  w as  fi rs t au th or iz ed  by th e  C on gress in 1950. Bec au se  we  ha ve  lon g su pp or te d 
th e  cr ea tion  of  a seco nd  a ir p o rt , we a re  de ligh te d to  ha ve  Dul les In te rn a ti ona l 
A ir port  now av ai la ble  an d op er at io na l.

W e do no t see muc h ne ed  to  ad d to  th e  v ast  am ount of  fa c tu a l deta il  th a t 
h as  bee n pr es en te d to  your co mmitt ee  duri ng re ce nt  hear in gs an d in  heari ngs 
co nd uc ted in th e la s t Con gr es s,  bu t we  be lie ve  we  ca n be  he lp fu l in re it e ra ti n g  
th e gre at in te re st  of  th e  W as hi ng to n co mm un ity  in  D ulles  as  W as hi ng to n’s je t 
a ir p o rt  an d in  opera ti ng  it  an d W as hi ng to n N ational in th e mos t ef fecti ve , 
eff icie nt, an d ec on om ical  m an ne r.

We ur ge  th e  enactm ent of  H.R . 826 be ca us e we be lie ve  th a t th e  co nc ep t of  a 
Gov ernm en t corp or at io n is  idea lly  su ited  fo r F edera l reve nu e- pr od uc in g bu sine ss - 
ty pe  ac tivi ties . Rot h W as hi ng to n N at io na l A ir ix ir t an d D ul le s In te rn a ti o n a l 
A irpo rt  fa ll  cl ea rl y  w it h in  th is  ca tego ry . As  su ch , th ey  need an d sh ou ld  hav e 
th e type  of  ex ec ut iv e d ir ec tion  prov ided  in  H.R. 826. W e be lie ve  it  wou ld  be  a 
m is ta ke to  tr y  to  ru n  bu sine ss -typ e ac ti v it ie s under a m ul tim em be r bo ar d a s  is 
prov ided  in H.R . 2081.

We als o w ant to  ex pre ss  th e g ra ti tu de  of  th e  W as hin gto n co mm un ity  fo r th e  
fo re si ght of  th e Con gr es s in pr ov id in g a second  a i r p o r t ; it  is obvio us  th a t th e
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m etr op oli ta n are a ha s ou tg ro w n th e ab il ity of  W as hi ng to n N at io nal  A irpo rt  
alo ne  to  se rv e th e a ir  tr an sp o rt a ti on  ne ed s of  th e N at io n’s C ap ital .

D ul le s is a st riki ng , fa rs ig h te d , im ag in at iv e co nc ep t in a ir p o rt  pl an ni ng  an d 
la yo ut . The  hu nd re ds  of th ousa nds of si gh tsee rs  who ha ve  vis ited  th e a ir po rt  
duri ng  th e  inclem en t m on th s si nc e it s op en ing fu rn is h  el oq ue nt  ev iden ce  of it s 
im pa ct  an d th e pr id e th e c om m un ity ta kes  in  it.  I t  is  a  m ag ni fice nt  ga teway  to 
th e C apit a l of  ou r gre at co un try.  In  ou r op ini on , it  will  m or e th an  ful fil l it s 
ex pe ct at io ns in th e yea rs  ah ea d.  W ith th e ra pid  in cr ea se s in  ra nge an d ot her  
tech no lo gi ca l fe at ure s of  a ir  tr an sp o rt a ti on , an d giv en  re a l m an ag em en t as  pr o
vide d in  II .R . 826, we en visio n it  a s a  prim e in te rn ati onal gate w ay  to th e Uni ted  
S ta te s in  t he  v ery near fu tu re .

D ul le s In te rn ati onal A irpor t is  an  as se t of  trem en do us  va lu e to th e peo ple  of  
th e ci ty  of  W as hing ton an d it s su rr oundin g  ar ea s.  T ra ve l tim e to  it  is de cr ea s
ing ra p id ly  w ith  the in cr ea si ng  avail ab il it y  of  fine  ro ad  net w or ks . W ith  the 

op en ing of  Ca bin Jo hn  Br idge , th e  a ir p o rt  is ve ry  re ad ily ac ce ss ib le  from  po in ts  
from  whi ch  man y W as hi ng ton tr ave le rs  d epart  an d ar rive .

H av in g su pp or ted al l ef fo rts  to  b ri ng  th e a ir po rt  to  re a li ty  in re ce nt  ye ar s,  
th e B oa rd  of  T ra de wo uld  be re m is s not  to  ad vi se  you  now  th a t our in te re st  an d 
su pport  a re  g re ate r th an  ev er.  As W as hi ng to n bo os ters , we a re  a t th e same 
tim e bo os te rs  of th e C ap ital  of  th e  N at io n th a t le ad s th e fr ee  wor ld  in a tim e 
whe n in te rn ati onal tr av el  fa c il it ie s m ak e a m us t of  th e succ es s of  Du lles.

We be lie ve  effic ient , ex ec ut iv e- ty pe  m an ag em en t ra th e r th a n  th e  cr ea tion  of  
ano th er Gov ernm en t ag ency  re p re se n ts  th e  w ises t m an ag em en t. II .R . 826 mee ts 
th is  cri te ri on . We  ur ge  it s fa vora b le  su ppo rt  by you r co m m it tee an d it s en ac t
m en t by  t h e  C on gress a s soon as  po ss ible.

We appre cia te  th e  oppor tu ni ty  of  pl ac ing th es e view s be fo re  yo ur co mmittee  
an d th e  Co ng res s.

Sin ce re ly  yours,
C harles  E. P h il l ip s , Pre si den t.

Mr. W illiams. The committee will stand adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the 

call of the Chair.)
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TH U R SD A Y , M A Y  16,  19 63

H ou se  of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
S ub co mmitte e on  T ra ns po rt at io n an d A er on au tics  

of  t h e  C om mit te e on  I nte rs ta te  and  F or eig n C om mer ce ,
W  as hi ng  ton,  D.G .

T he su bc om mitt ee  m et,  p u rs u an t to  recess, a t 10 a .m., in  r oo m 1334, 
L ongw ort h B ui ld in g,  H on . Jo h n  B el l W ill iam s (c hai rm an  o f the su b
co mmitt ee ) pr es id ing.

Mr. W il lia m s . The  su bc om mitt ee  wil l be in  or de r,  ple ase .
T h is  m or ni ng , th e Su bc om m itt ee  on T ra nsp ort at io n  an d A er o

na ut ic s wi ll take  ad di tion al  te st im on y on tw o bi lls , H .R . 826, an d 
H .R . 2081 , bo th  of  wh ich ha ve  to  do w ith th e cr ea tio n of  a N at io na l 
C ap it al  A ir port s C orp ora tion  or  Boa rd . Th ese he ar in gs  we re 
pr om pte d by  ce rt ai n po in ts  t h a t we re ra ised  in  th e re p o rt  r eceiv ed  by 
th is  co mmitt ee  f ro m the  C om pt ro ller  Gen eral .

As  I  unde rs ta nd  it,  re pr es en ta tive s of  his office a re  he re  th is  m or n
in g to  ex pl ai n an d elab or at e fu rt h e r o n th is  po in t.

Is  M r. L itke  he re ? M r. L it ke,  I bel ieve y ou  h av e seve ra l ass ociates 
w ith yo u.  Yo u m ig ht b ri ng  them  ar ou nd  too, an d id en ti fy  yo ur se lf  
fo r th e re co rd , p lea se,  s ir.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR L. LITKE,  ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, CIVIL
ACCOUNTING AND AUD ITIN G DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY FREDERICK A. RANDALL, SUPER
VISORY ACCOUNTANT, CIV IL ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING DIVI 
SION; SIMMONS B. SAVAGE, JR., ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, ACCOUNT
ING AND AUDITING POLICY STAFF; AND ARCHIBALD B. BROWN,
ATTORNEY, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

M r. L it k e . Mr. C hai rm an , on my  fa r le ft  is M r. A rc h B.  Bro wn,  
at to rn ey , Office of  G en er al  Co unsel , an d ne xt  t o  hi m  is Mr. Simmon s 
B.  Sa va ge , J r. , Ass oc ia te  D irec to r of our A cc ou nt in g an d A udit in g  
Pol ic y Staf f, an d on my r ig h t is M r. F re der ic k  A . R an dal l,  supe rv isor y 
ac co un tant  on ou r F edera l A vi at io n Age nc y au d it  as sig nm en t.

M r. C ha irm an  an d mem be rs  of  th e su bc om mitt ee , we ve ry  muc h 
ap pre ci at e th e in v it a ti on  to  ap pe ar  he re  tod ay  t o pr es en t ou r vie ws  on  
H .R . 826, to  cr ea te  th e  N at io na l C ap it al  A ir po rt s Cor po ra tio n.

In  ou r re port  to  th e  H on or ab le  O re n H a rr is  of  A pri l 24, 1963, on 
th e bi ll,  we st at ed  th a t we  we re un ab le  to  reco mmen d favo rabl e co n
si de ra tion  of  th e pr op os ed  legi slat ion an d ga ve  ou r rea sons fo r th is  
conc lus ion  in som e d et ai l.

135
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In the interests of brevity, we propose only to summarize the rea
sons for  our conclusion and to suggested changes to the bill in the 
event tha t the subcommittee decides to give favorable consideration 
to the requested incorporation.

As an agent of the  Congress, we are concerned with any lessening 
of congressional control which may result from incorporation or a 
change to revolving fund financing, which customarily is employed 
in Government corporate type of organization.

This concern is translated in the application of crite ria by which 
we view legislative proposals such as the bill in our discussion today.

These criteria  are t ha t the public interest is best served when (i ) 
congressional control of Fede ral activities is exercised through  the 
annual reviews and affirmative action on planned programs and 
financing requirements which attend the appropria tion processes and 
(2) the application of s tatutes and regulations which usually govern 
the operations of Government agencies.

We regard  any proposal which does not provide for  the equivalent 
of these safeguards as a lessening of congressional control and a de
par ture  from our criteria.

In  our opinion a lessening of  congressional control is justified only 
when a net advantage to the Government, in terms of g reater program 
effectiveness and efficiency and economy in operation, can be expected 
to result.

In  reaching a judgment as to the probable net advantage or disad
vantage to the Government, we examine the pert inen t factors and 
circumstances involved in each proposal and the reasons advanced for  
the change.

Unless a net advantage is apparen t as a result of these analyses, 
we feel it is our responsibility to recommend against favorable 
consideration.

II.R.  826 proposes to confer on the a irpor ts management a substan
tial amount of freedom from the controls which are imposed on con
ventional agencies which are financed by appropriations. When we 
considered the reasons advanced bv Federal Aviation Agency to sup
port the need fo r this  change, it seemed to us th at some of the objec
tives, such as improved budgeting, accounting, and repor ting, could 
be accomplished without any change in organization or financing 
method.

Others, such as a justified need for financial flexibility to meet 
unpredictable fluctuations in the demand for airport services, also 
can be met through the regu lar appropriation processes.

Lastly , but possibly even more significantly, other objectives such 
as authority  to fully develop potential sources of revenue common 
to airpor t operations, involve decisions as to the scope and type of 
activities to be undertaken and expenditures to be made.

In our opinion, these are ma tters which should be subject to the re
view and approval of the Congress and should not be left so com
pletely to the decision of agency management. In the circumstances, 
we were not convinced that a net advantage to the Government would 
result  from the corporate organization envisioned in H.R. 826.

Should the subcommittee conclude tha t incorporation of the air 
ports would better serve the public interest than the present organiza
tion and financing methods, you will note tha t our letter of April 24, 
1963, contains suggestions fo r amending certain sections of H.R. 826.
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These related  principally to the  need for strengthen ing congres
sional control, the operation of th e airports on a se lf-sustaining basis, 
and the simplification of certain  aspects of the bill.

This concludes our prepared comments on the bill. We will try  
to answer any questions which the subcommittee may have.

Mr. Williams. Thank you very much. You mentioned in your 
statement tha t should the subcommitee conclude that  the incorporation 
of the airports  would bette r serve the public interes t, you would 
suggest certain amendments which were incorporated in your letter, 
which was forwarded to the committee.

Would  you mind discussing these amendments ?
Mr. L itre . On page 6 of our letter  to Mr. Harris  is where we start 

the discussion relative to specific sections of the bill. The first item 
we refe r to relates to section 5(a) , page 3, line 2, of  the bill, which 
provides for the se tting of rates  and charges on a self-sustaining basis 
while section 5(b), page 3, line 10, provides tha t rates  and charges 
be “consistent with rates and charges of a similar na ture at comparable 
airports  within the United States.” There is a possibility  of a conflict 
between those two provisions, pa rticularly in the case of Dulles Inte r
national Airport which, in the first years of operation , may not be 
able to operate on a self-sustaining basis i f rates and charges are con
sistent with those of comparable airports.

Mr. W illiams. The language of the bill, however, follows with the 
words, “Consistent with sound commercial practices.” To what 
extent would that  modify  the term “self-sustaining  business enter
prise basis” ?

Mi-. Litre. This  would have an effect obviously on the rates tha t 
would be charged at Dulles, but we feel there is a possibility of conflict 
here and it might be advisable to clarify this in the bill.

Mr. Williams. Do you have any suggestions for a means of clar ify
ing it ?

Mr. Litre. I don’t have any at the moment.
Mr. Williams. Let me go back over this paragraph  just a moment. 

On page 2 we say :
The Congress hereby declares  th at  it  is in the  public  interest tha t, to the  

maximum ex tent pr act icable  but subjec t to and in accordance with requ irements— 

and so forth it should be operated or effected on a self-sus taining basis 
consistent with sound commercial practices.

Do you have any suggestions as to how tha t language might  be 
improved so as to make it clearer ?

Mr. Litre . We would have to  give tha t additional study to come 
up with the language  which we feel would take care of our p art icu lar  
problem with this section.

Mr. F riedel. On page 3, section (B) sta rts  with :
The ra tes and cha rges for space, faci litie s, and  services shal l be fa ir  and  

reasonable and  s hal l be consistent with  the  rates  and  charges of a  sim ilar na tu re  
at  comparable a irp or ts with in the U nited States.

I would concur with your argument that Dulles will not be on a self- 
sustaining basis for  some time. In other  words, you would say that  
Washington National Airpor t charges such a rate  and you wouldn’t 
be able to liquidate it, and I  think what -we said up here about i t being 
self-sustaining we are undoing righ t here in the other paragraph .
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Mr. Williams. Do you feel that there is an inconsistency in the 
language jus t quoted by Mr. Friedel and the language in the previous 
par agraph  that would make the two incompatible ?

Mr. L itre. I would think so. This is pa rt of the facts we have as 
to jus t what is self-sustaining in (B) and then sound commercial 
practices in (A).

Mr. Williams. The term “self-sustaining” I think should be read 
in context with the language  “to the maximum extent practicable,” 
which, in my opinion, completely modifies the words “self-sustain ing” 
and  makes it rather flexible.

Mr. Litre. This is the  problem, sir. Mr. Friedel raises the ques
tion and you have another view on the thing. This is the problem we 
come up with. We would like to get some clar ification in here so it 
would be clear to everybody as to just precisely what is meant here.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. Have you, in your research on this legislation, com

pared  the proposed landing fees between Washington National and 
Dulles ?

Mr. Litre. No, sir.
Mr. D evine. I think if you would get into t hat  feature , you would 

find quite a difference. The fees at Dulles, I  think , are considerably 
higher than  they are at  Washington National. Is it your understand
ing tha t Washington National  can be operated at a profi t and the profit 
can be used to offset some of the expenses at Dulles ?

Mr. Litre . This is possible the way we see the bi ll; yes, sir.
Mr. Devine. Do you consider tha t as part of a self-sustaining 

operation ?
Mr. Litre. The corporation as a whole presumably would be self- 

susta ining for both airports.
Mr. Devine. There again enters  these very words to which you have 

entered an objection.
Mr. Litre . Yes, sir.
Mr. Devine. Then your first suggestion is that  the  in tent of section 

5 should be clarified by additional language ?
Mr. Litre . Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. All righ t, sir. Now, the  second amendment or  the 

second change tha t was proposed to the bill.
Mr. L itre . This is on section 6(5) (A) and (B ), page 6, line 5, of 

the bill.
Mr. Williams. Page 6, line 5.
Mr. Litre. Tha t is right,  page 6, line 5. The sections (A) and (B) 

there provide for acquiring prope rty and constructing buildings and 
improvements without specific authorizat ion by the Congress.

The only restriction placed on the initiation of capital projects or 
new types of activities is that  contained in section 11, page 14, line 
7, tha t such capital projects  o r new activities shall be included in the 
annual  budget program prescribed by section 102 o f the Government 
Corporation Control Act.

We believe the Congress would be provided with bette r control if 
H.R. 826 provided tha t the Congress would have to specifically approve 
items of this nature  before they could be under taken ; since this could 
be accomplished by requiring approval in annual appropria tion acts 
of such projects and new activities as the Congress may wish to 
establish.
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Mr.  W illiams. A s I  un de rst an d it,  tlie  purpose  o f th is co rporati on  
is to pro vid e a more efficient op erat ion of  the  two ai rp or ts  so as to 
tak e some of  the red tap e away, in or de r to pe rm it these peo ple  to  do 
business  a nd  g ive  them  e nough fle xib ili ty to do business in an efficient 
manner.

I  c an well un de rst an d the objec tions which have been rai sed  on thi s 
po in t and ce rta in ly  I am sy mpa thet ic  to re ta in ing the  maxim um  
con gressio nal  con trol .

How eve r, the suggest ions  th a t you have  made th at  each specific 
proje ct be subm itted  to the Congres s fo r ap prov al  wou ld ce rta inly  
bu rden  the  corpo ratio n conside rab ly in its  op era tion, it  app ea rs  to me.

Now, sho uld  the re be a  cutof f or  a  speci fied am ount set in the tran s
act ion  w hic h c ould  giv e t he co rpor at ion sufficient flexib ility a nd  ye t on 
majo r proje cts  require th at  th ey  come and have the  ap prov al  of  
Congres s ?

Mr.  L it he. This, of course, would increase  the co ngress ional cont rol  
ove r the  way it  is wr itten  now  by the  sug ges tion which  you made. 
W ith  re spe ct to WNA , wh ich ha s been a  pa rt  of F A  A o r its  predece ssor  
fo r the last  20  or 30  yea rs, we have  no evidence of  anv  ac tiv ity  bein g 
hamp ere d by  F A A coming to C ong res s to  receive specific au thor izat ion 
fo r an ythi ng  they wanted to do  the re.  There  is no evidence th at  we 
know of  t hat they have been hamp ered  in any  r espect  in its  op era tion.

Mr. W illiams . Are the re  an y q uest ions  on t his  poin t?
Mr. H em ph ill. Yes, sir , Mr. Chairma n. I am som ewhat  con

cern ed. I  don’t th ink Congres s ought to be in the ai rp ort  business 
and I  don’t th ink the  Uni ted St ates  of Am erica ou gh t to  be, bu t we 
are  in it. He re is a measu re on which FA A  comes an d says  we can  
ad min ist er  m ore efficiently.

As I  un de rst an d it,  all  F A A  wants  is an op po rtun ity  to  have  a 
man ag er  th at  can  ru n th e ai rp or ts  and pu t yo ur  finger on. Th e 
quest ion  of congres sion al contr ol to me is a red  he rr in g because  we 
ha ve n’t go t the  tim e or  the fac ili tie s to run the  ai rp ort  in thi s com
mi ttee, and th is com mittee  would  have the ju ris dict ion wi th the  ap 
pr op riat e Senat e commit tee , so I th ink wh at  we a re searc hin g fo r he re 
is some help in solvin g th is  problem , and there are prob lems.

I f  you  go ou t there  an d lan d at Du lles you  ge t on one of  those 
big  buses,  you rea lize som ebo dy has  to  be respon sib le fo r th at  an d 
somebody lias to see th a t the y run eve ry day an d somebody has 
to be respons ible  for  all  the  ot he r ac tivitie s.

I  hav e support ed  th is  bi ll because  if  some body  te lls  me it  is g oing  
to  be more efficient, I  am  fo r it, and the reason  we have the  FA  A, 
an d the  reason we have  the Fe de ral  Tr ad e Com mission , and the 
reason  we have  the Se cu rit ies  and  Ex change  Com mission  is fo r more 
efficiency, as I  u nd er stan d it, in t he  superv isio n.

There for e, I  was som ewhat  dis tres sed  to see the or igi na l re po rt  
fro m y our agen cy wh ich  offered,  a s f ar as I  cou ld see, no  c onstruc tive 
suggest ions . Tha t is wha t we are  looking for . Ju st to say  th at  c on
gressional control would  be lost  h ardl y seems sufficient.  I  don’t know 
th at  we have muc h c on tro l now.

We don ’t know who con trols it. We do n’t kno w whom to  go to. 
I f  we had  so me thing like  th is mea sure p rop ose d we co uld call  someone 
up  here before  th is  com mit tee and say,  “L ist en , wh at  is wr on g ou t 
there at  Dul les an d wha t is wrong at Nat iona l,” and we wou ld have
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somebody we could pu t our finger on, so to speak—I say that  in no 
critica l way.

I would prefer tha t we sell Dulles and National to some private  
concern and let them run it, but we have this baby on our hands out 
here a t Dulles and we have National.

These people say they can run it more efficiently. If  you tell me 
they can’t run it more efficiently, I might go along with you, but you 
haven’t said that yet.

Mr. F riedel. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. H emphill. Yes, sir.
Mr. F 'riedel. I have been listening to what  you have just  said, and 

I can't  see how the FAA  can run it efficiently a t all. You are com
plaining that there is nobody you can put a finger on about the mobile 
lounges at Dulles Airpo rt or National Airport . If  you just get on 
the phone and call the FAA  they tell you who is in charge at Dulles 
and they will tell you who is in charge at National.

I understand they brought some man to Dulles from Cincinnati, 
Ohio, a great, efficient airp ort manager, but evidently they are not 
running it efficiently now and tha t is the reason why they want to 
have this corporation or board.

There is another thin g I  want to bring out here that you are talking  
about.

Mr. Hemphill. I yielded to you for a question.
Mr. F riedel. Tha t is where we differ.
Mr. Hemphill. I don 't think you and I will ever reconcile our di f

ferences because we have Friendship Airport in your backyard. That  
is the whole trouble.

Mr. Friedel. You think tha t Dulles Airpor t has to be run by a 
corporat ion'! Is that the way you feel ?

Mr. I Iempiiill. Well, it goes back to the fact tha t if a man has sense 
enough to get a job he has sense enough to run it.

Mr. F riedel. I agree with you on that.
Mr. H emphill. And the FAA Administ rator is running this and I  

want to help make it more efficient.
Mr. F riedel. Keep the FAA  out of it and have this Board to run 

it as in II .R. 2081. That is the answer?
Mr. H emphill. We can always change. If  we pass this legislation 

and it doesn’t do what they say it will do it can be changed, but as long 
as they say they need it as an Agency of this Government, unless we 
have proof th at they d on't  need it or that it wouldn't work more effi
ciently, certainly the Congress ought to try  to cooperate with the 
Agency.

For instance, if you came in here and said that you needed some 
legislation, I would have respect for your position and your experi
ence. Tha t is the way I feel about it. We have to resolve the 
question.

I hope you don't think I am being unduly critica l, sir. It  is just 
tha t there has been quite a hassel about this piece of legislation and it  
disturbs me because usually I try  to cooperate with whatever admin
istrat ion is in power when they ask for some legislation.

Thank you.
Mr. W illiams. Any fur the r questions?
Mr. Devine. Mr. Litke,  assume the committee would reject this 

legislation and we enacted nothing  along the corporation line. Would
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Dulles then be operated, do you presume, as Washington National is 
now being operated?

Mr. Litre. I would think so; yes, sir.
Mr. Devine. And is it within your knowledge that Washington 

National at the present time is operating  at least at a break-even point 
and perhaps making a littl e money ?

Mr. Litre . We recently issued a report on Washing ton National 
Airpor t for fiscal years 1959 through 1961. This report indicates that  
(lie FA A stated that the WNA  operated at a profit. However, we 
lielieve that because of the accounting treatment accorded certain items 
of expense and revenue WNA actually operated at a loss.

Mr. Devine. At a substantial loss? That  is a relative  term. What 
figures are you talking about roughly? Are you talk ing about $50 
or $50 million, or what ?

Mr. Randall. We are talk ing about the difference between the 
profit recorded of about $400,000 when actually it was a loss of about 
$300,000. That is a difference of $700,000. The principa l reasons for 
this were the failure to record the liability for accrued annual leave 
of about $200,000, the spl itting of depreciation by putt ing  p ar t of it 
through the expenses of the airpo rt and part  throu gh the investment 
account, and the recording of only part of the  imputed interest  as an 
expense of  operating the a irport.

Mr. Devine. By a difference in accounting trea tment you have re
duced a $400,000 profit to a $300,000 loss?

Mr. Randall. This is caused by the treatment of depreciation and 
interest expense as adjustments to the investment account rathe r than  
charging them through the operating accounts tha t results in this 
profit.

Mr. Devine. We today have various means to arrive at different 
conclusions, but it leads me to the next question and perhaps you will 
change my opinion on this. Ts i t the opinion of your organization 
tha t the Washington National Airport, operated  by the Federal 
Aviation Agency, is being operated in an efficient and businesslike 
manner ?

Mr. Randall. We had only two problems a t WNA which indicated 
tha t there was inefficiency in operations. The principal problem was 
the delay in entering into agreements with the ai rlines for certain la nd
ing fees and space requirements.

WNA h as now entered into new interim agreements which have 
just about doubled the landing  fees and the rental charges. When 
these new rates become ful ly effective, it should increase revenue con
siderably, and WNA eventually should be on a self-sustaining basis.

Mr. Devine. Then I again ask the same question. Is it the  opinion 
of the general accounting office tha t Washington National is now be
ing operated on a businesslike and efficient basis ?

Mr. Randall. Ye s; it is.
Mr. Devine. Do you think the enactment of this legislation would 

improve those practices that are now in operat ion at Washington Na
tional ?

Mr. Randall. The form of organization doesn’t matter. It  is the 
head of the organizat ion direct ing the operations  that  matters, and 
he can direct it just as well as a Federa l agency as he can as a cor
poration.

Mr. Devine. Did you say whether he can, or tha t he can’t?
98-1 55— 63-------10



142 WASHINGTON, D.C., AIRPORTS

Mr. Randall. He can.
Mr. Devine. Tha t would also apply to Dulles Internat ional?
Air. Randall. Tha t is correct.
Air. Devine. In your opinion ?
Air. Randall. Yes, sir.
Air. Devine. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
Air. Williams. Air. Sibal.
Air. Sibal. No questions.
Air. W illiams. Is there any further  questioning on this point?
Air. Friedel. Air. Chairman , I first want to congratulate Air. Litke 

on his fine statement. The point  that I want to bring up here is this. 
There was some talk tha t if they formed a Corporat ion and ran it in 
an efficient manner they could transfer  funds from the Washington 
National to operate Dulles under this corporation setup.

Air. Litre. It  would be possible as far  as we know.
Air. Friedel. I notice here that  on page 3 we specifically say:
In the determination of such rate s and charges, each a irpo rt under the juri s

diction of the  Corporation shall be considered as a separate entity and the Cor
poration shall give due consideration to the costs of operation of— 
and so forth  and so on.

I  think the question we asked is whether they could transfer funds 
from one airpo rt to another, and I thought  you said yes under this 
proposed bill.

Air. Hemphill. Would the gentleman yield to me a t th is point?
Air. F riedel. Yes.
Air. H emphill. Actually if landing fees are going to be just assessed 

for those purposes, they have to be trea ted as separate entities because 
otherwise we will be charging some company for  l anding at National 
the fees you would charge land ing at Dulles, it  seems to me.

Air. F riedel. In  other words, it is only as far  as landing fees that  
they should be treated as separate entities?

Air. H emphill. No. Th at is jus t one of the reasons I would think.
Air. F riedel. I thought that we were separa ting both  a irpor ts under 

the proposed Corporation bill. The Corporation  could appoint a man
ager for Washington National and one fo r Dulles. That is my inte r
preta tion of it.

I am getting more confused as we go along. I like what  this gent le
man said, tha t it can be run  under the FAA  in an efficient manner 
without  the Corporation.

Air. Randall. Yes, sir.
Air. F riedel. That is all.
Air. Williams. Air. Litke, I  personally would certainly go along 

with Air. Hemphill and his suggestion tha t the Congress should give 
consideration to any suggestions made by the agency for reorganiza
tion which would promote the efficient operation of these two airports.

I can’t go quite as far as he did in suggesting tha t the issue of con
gressional control was a “red herr ing.” I feel that the Congress has a 
constitutional responsibility to exercise control and oversight over the 
expenditures of public funds to insure tha t these funds  a re expended 
in a most prudent manner.

With respect to the particular thin g tha t we are talking about a t the 
moment, if  you go to page 14, section 11, you find t ha t—

The Corporation is authorized to use it s funds, from whatever source derived, 
in the exercise of its corporate powers and functions, except that the Corporation
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shal l not undertake an y cap ital  project s, or  new types of activ ities, not  included 
in the  annua l budget program prescr ibed by section 102 of Government Corpo
rat ion  Control Act.

Taking th at language a t face value  and not being too familiar with 
section 102 of the Government Corporation Control Act, I would 
assume th at a budget would be required to be submitted to the appro
priate committee of the Congress for approval or  to the Congress itsel f 
for approval in advance of the fiscal year. On the assumption, for 
instance, tha t the budget should be submitted, which would include 
the purchase of additional p rope rty and the building of a multimillion 
dollar hotel, what autho rity would the Congress have with regard to 
acting on tha t budget, should the Congress disapprove of this par
ticular project  under section 102 of the Government Corpora tion Con
trol Act ?

Mr. Savage. Mr. Chairman, I  would like to try to answer that ques
tion. The matter of congressional control is a question of degree here. 
Under the usual Government corporation processes, the budget is sub
mitted  under the Government Corporation Control Act and usually 
the only definitive or definite action which the Congress has to take 
is to set a limit on the administrat ive expenses.

The actual construction and other aspects of the program, whatever 
it may be, are presented to the  Congress, but usually the Congress does 
not have to take definite action approving it or disapproving  it.

It  is a matter that  they can act on or not, as the case may be. The 
presumption may be, since it  is presented and they don't  take any ac
tion, tha t they approved what was presented.

Mr. Williams. I am not as much concerned with what Congress 
might do as with what authority Congress has.

Mr. Savage. The Congress has the authority  to  take such action as 
they desire.

Mr. Williams. Congress can approve or disapprove specific p roj 
ects in the budget.

Mr. Savage. Absolutely. There is no question about that.
Mr. Williams. Actua lly Congress retains  control over the projects  

or the functions that  are listed on page 6 under subparagraphs (A ), 
(B), (C ),a nd  (D)  ?

Mr. Savage. They have the opportuni ty to exercise such control 
as they desire.

Mr. Williams. Tha t is the point I  wanted to bring out.
Mr. S avage. The comparison there is tha t they don’t have to take  

specific action, whereas in the case of appropriations, they do have 
to take specific action.

Mr. Williams. So to that extent, of course, the suggestion tha t Con
gress is relinquishing  control over specific projects would have to be 
modified to that  extent ?

Mr. Savage. Tha t is right. Congress can exercise such control as 
it desires under the Corporation. There  is no question about tha t.

Mr. W illiams. Any further  questions on th at par ticu lar point?
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Chairman, yes. I unders tand tha t a motel or 

hotel is being built or is to be built at Dulles A irpor t. Is ther e any
one here tha t can answer that question ? Is tha t true or not ?

Mr. Randall. That is true, sir.
Mr. Friedel. By what autho rity was that done ?
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Do you know, Mr. Chairman ?
Mr. Williams. I don’t know.
Mr. F riedel. I understand there is a motel or hotel being built or 

going to be built. There is an agreement made and everyth ing and 
we don’t know anything about it.

Mr. Hemphill. They needed one out there.
Mr. F riedel. It  is not a question of whether they need it or not. 

I want to know by what authority .
Mr. Williams. Perhaps tha t question would be better directed to 

the Federal Aviat ion Agency.
Would you mind waiting for that?
Mr. F riedel. No.
Mr. Williams. The thir d suggestion for a change in or modifica

tion of the bill would be where, Mr. Litke ?
Mr. Litre. Section 6(5) ( I) ), page 6, line 19, would allow con

tractors or lessees to alter, repair, or improve property of the Corpo
ration. In this connection, we d irect attention  to the possibility of 
concessionaires and tenants obta ining a vested and continuing interest 
in the improvements made by them to Government-owned property 
which would necessitate subsequent expenditures by the Government 
to remove such vested interests.

In addition, this author ity would permit substantial changes to be 
made to Government-owned proper ty without specific approval by the 
Congress, thereby reducing congressional control.

Mr. W illiams. Would you like to elaborate on that just a little 
furth er, please?

Mr. Litre . For  instance, i f, through their  authority to enter into 
contracts with concessionaires various  additions were made to the 
concessionaires’ area at the airp ort building or buildings erected on 
the surrounding property, when the concession expired, instead of 
having the concessionaire remove whatever he has done, presumably 
the Federal Government would have to do th is at  its own expense.

Mr. Williams. Use as an example Page Airc raft,  which, I believe, 
is operating  out there now, I suppose in the capacity of a fixed-base 
operator, general aircraft. Does thi s contemplate, in the event they 
should decide to put an administration building on the field and 
should get permission to do so at t he ir own expense, tha t should their 
contract expire and the Page A irc raf t would no longer have the right  
to operate on the field, this does not require that they remove that 
building from the premises?

Mr. Litre . It  would depend on the nature of the concession. It 
could very well be written in the concessionaire’s contract.

Mr. Williams. Wouldn’t tha t be something to be negotiated? 
Wouldn’t tha t be something to be considered in the  negotiation of a 
contract with a concessionaire?

Mr. Brown. I would consider th at  a m atter  for negotiation in the 
contract, not necessarily by legislation.

Mr. Williams. That brings us up to this point. The Congress is 
hardly in a position to negotiate con tracts and th at is, in my opinion, 
a pretty  good argument for the creation of a corporation so that the 
corporation could enter into such contracts and with such materials  
and stipulations  which might serve the benefits o f the Government.

I don’t want to argue the  point, but it is ra ther difficult fo r me to 
understand.
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Mr. Friedel. Mr. Chairman, would you yield ?
Mr. Williams. Yes.
Mr. Friedel. On the same point , could the FA A do the same as 

they are now ?
Mr. Savage. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I think this gets to the 

point tha t relates to the motel. I don’t personally happen to know 
under what  authority  they may be constructing a motel, if they are 
so constructing one at the present time, b ut this would be the type 
of thing  we are talking  about here.

Mr. Williams. If  they are constructing the motel at the present 
time, I presume th at you folks would cut down on their expenditures.

Mr. Savage. If  we were reviewing tha t particular aspect of it tha t 
would probably  be true, but just as a matter of principle, if they could 
build a motel o r some other  type  of operation under a contract with 
a concessionaire, if this is permissible under existing legislation, it 
doesn’t mat ter whether it is a corporation or whether it is a regular 
Government agency involved here, but it is the fact tha t they can 
negotiate an extensive operation without the knowledge of the Con
gress and then later on, 4 or 5 years or 10 years in the future , the 
Government may have some difficulty with a contractor in getting  rid 
of this par ticu lar property or modifying it to suit the Government’s 
interes t at that part icular stage of the game.

If  this  is something of which Congress has knowledge, the Con
gress then knows what is going on and has concurred in this, but our 
only point here is th at if this  can be done to  a grea t degree and ex
tensive modifications can be made without congressional consent, we 
are simply pointing i t out t ha t this is what can happen, and whether 
it is desirable or not is up to the Congress to decide.

Mr. W illiams. We have several other corporations and I would 
presume th at this same objection was made when these other agencies 
were created.

Mr. Savage. Of course, it  depends here to some exten t, I think, on 
the nature of the operat ion of the Government corporation.  Some 
Government corporations  are only engaged in conducting  their  own 
operations.

They don’t operate through concessionaires.
Mr. Williams. I)o we have any Government corporations which 

do business with concessionaires ?
Mr. Savage. I am, offhand, not aware of any, but  the National 

Pa rk  Service, for instance, does a great  deal of business th rough con
cessionaires and this par ticu lar  point was one in which we had some 
experience in the National Pa rk  Service reviews.

Mr. Williams. Have you had any difficulty with it?
Mr. Savage. I think the Park Service has had difficulties, yes.
Mr. Hemphill. May I  ask a question righ t there? If  an air traffic 

control ler out  here at National or up at Dulles would make a mistake 
under the present law and because of his mistake two big airliners ran  
together, what is the limit of liability on the p art  of the U.S. Govern
ment, or is there a limit under present law?

Mr. Savage. I am not  qualified to answer that, Mr. Chairman. This 
is a legal question and I  don’t know.

Mr. Hemphill. I thought you had tha t field. Excuse me.
Mr. Savage. I don’t personally. I am not a lawyer. Our office 

might be able to give you an answer if you are interested in having an 
answer to that question.
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Mr. H emphill. Yes, I  would cer tainly be most grateful to you. I 
think we ought to know because we are in the business of running 
airports  now.

Mr. W illiams. You are not going to face that problem with Dulles, 
I am afra id, for several years.

Mr. H emphill. If  I am gett ing into a field in which your pa rticular 
agency doesn’t have the know-how, you tel me. I would be not only 
interested  in the tower operation,  for instance, but suppose a fellow 
drives one of those big buses ou t there, or whatever those th ings are, 
and would run in front  of an airplane. What  is the limit of liability? 
The reason I ask tha t is because I  th ink we have to face that question 
and one of the reasons that  I favor  a corporation is the possibility 
of limiting the liabi lity of the Uni ted States.

Mr. Savage. Mr. Congressman, one of the functions of our office 
is to settle claims against the U nited  States-----

Mr. H emphill. That is wha t I thought and tha t is the reason I  
asked the question.

Mr. Savage. In instances where the agency has not been given the 
specific responsibility to do so, 1 feel reasonably sure tha t our office 
should be in a position to give you an answer.

I jus t don’t personally happen to be able to do so.
Mr. H emphill. Would tha t be too much of a burden for you to 

supply tha t ?
Mr. Savage. No, sir.
(The informat ion to be furnished follows:)

Compt ro ll er  Gen er al  of  t h e  U nit ed  Sta te s,
Washington, June 18, 1968.

B-120047.
H o n . J o h n  B el l W il l ia m s ,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on In

terstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives.
Dear Mr. Chairman : Reference is made to your letter of May 17, 19611, request

ing our opinion concerning the extent of or limitations upon the liability of the  
National Capital Airports Corporation proposed by H.R. 826, 88th Congress, 
1st session, to assume the operations of Washington and Dulles Airports, as 
distinct from the present liability of the  United S tates in the oi>eration of these 
airpo rts directly by the A dministrator  for claims which might arise  against it.

Those portions of H.R. 826 which appear to give rise to the above question are 
sections 4 and 6(3), the former of which reads as follows :

“The Corporation shall have i ts principal office in the Distric t of Columbia or 
at one of the aiqiorts  referred to in section 2 of this Act, and may establish at 
such airports  such other offices of the Corporation as the Administrator may 
prescribe. For purposes of venue in civil actions, the Corporation shall be 
deemed to be a resident of each of the jurisdictions in tchich such offices have 
been established.” [Ital ic supplied.]

And section 6(3) provides tha t the Corporation shall have the power: “To 
sue and be sued in its corporate name.”

We have made a thorough review of the statutes cited and the opinions ex
pressed in the letter duted May 14, 1963, forwarded to your subcommittee by the 
Adminis trator of the Federal Aviation Agency concerning the same subject 
matter,  a copy of which was fu rnished us wi th your letter, and, in our opinion, 
the issues presented apj>ear to be adequately covered therein.

As pointed out in that letter, the provisions of section 4 of the proposed legis
lation would have no effect upon actions in tort which may arise  out of the 
activities of the Corporation and which would be maintainable under the Tort 
Claims Act, and the residence of the Corporation is immate rial insofar  as venue 
of actions on such claims is concerned, since 28 U.S.C. 2679 provides tha t the 
autho rity of any Federal agency to sue and be sued shall not be construed to 
authorize suits against such agency on claims which are cognizable under section 
1346(b) of that title. Venue in such actions is controlled by section 1402(b) of 
title  28, United States Code, which provides as fol lows:
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“A ny civi l act io n  on  a to r t cl aim  aga in s t th e  U ni te d S ta te s under su bs ec tio n 
(b ) of  se ct io n 1346  of th is  ti tl e  m ay  be  pro se cu te d  only in th e ju d ic ia l d is tr ic t 
whe re  th e p la in ti ff  re si de s or  w he re in  th e  ac t or  om ission  co m pl aine d of 
oc cu rr ed .”

Con ce rn ing th e  m a tt e r of  li ab il ity  fo r su ch  to r t cla im s, it  is  ob vio us  th a t sin ce  
th e C or po ra tion  wou ld  be an  ag en cy  of  th e  U ni ted Sta te s,  th e  cre at io n  of  th e 
C or po ra tion  wou ld  in  no way  affect  th e G ov er nm en t’s l ia bil ity , or  th e su bst an ti ve 
la w  ap pl ic ab le  th er et o, or  th e am ount of  dam ag es  reco ve rable.  In  th is  co nn ec 
tio n,  se ct io n 2671  of  ti tl e  28 of th e U ni te d S ta te s Cod e pr ov id es  th a t as us ed  in 
to r t cl aim s pr ov is io ns  th er eo f th e te rm  “F edera l ag en cy ” incl ud es , in te r al ia , 
“c or po ra tions  pri m ari ly  ac tive  as  in s tr um en ta li ti e s or  ag en cies  of  th e  Uni ted 
S ta te s. ” How ev er , th e  Cor po ra tion  m ig ht , in  th e ab senc e of  an y re st ri c ti ons in 
H.R.. 826 of  it s li ab il it y  to  su it,  be  li ab le  f o r cert a in  a ct s enum er at ed  in  28 U.S.C . 
2680  fo r which  th e Uni ted S ta te s is not  l ia bl e.

W ith re sp ec t to  no nt ort io us  li ab il it y , in  an  op ini on  date d  Ja n u a ry  19, 1951, 
re port ed  in  30 Comp. Gen.  315, we  hel d th at,  “G en er al ly , G ov er nm en t co r
pora tions su ch  as  th e R ec on st ru ct io n Fin an ce  C or po ra tion  w hi ch  may  sue 
and  be su ed  ar e,  in  th e ab senc e of le gis la ti on  to th e contr ar y , su bje ct  to  th e same 
st andard s ap plica bl e to o th er li ti gan ts , an d are  no t ve st ed  w ith  go ve rn m en ta l 
im m un ity fr om  th e pa ym en t of  co st s. ” In  su pp ort  of  th a t co nc lusion , we ci ted 
th e Sup re m e C ou rt  ca se  of R ec onst ru cti on  Finan ce  Corp. v. J. G. M en ih an  Corp ., 
et  a l.,31 '2 U.S.  SI.

Acc ording ly , we ag re e w ith  th e  A dm in is tr a to r’s co nc lusion  w ith  re sp ec t to 
con tr ac t li ti gati on  th a t (1 ) th ere  is  no  law  si m ilar  to  th e  T ort  C la im s Act pro
vi di ng  a n  ex clus iv e re m edy ; (2 ) th e  Cor po ra tion  could  be sued  in con tr act in  it s 
ow n n am e; (3 ) final ju dg m en t in a con tr ac t ac tio n co uld be ente re d  ag ain st  th e 
C or po ra tion , or  pe rh ap s,  in  ce rt a in  ca se s ag ai nst  th e  U ni te d S ta te s,  or bo th,  an d 
(4 ) th e re  is no m on et ar y li m it  on re co ve ry  in a con tr act ac tion . W e wo uld  po in t 
out  al so  th a t ac tion s again st  th e  c orp ora tion  wo uld not be w ith in  th e  ju ri sd ic tion  
of  th e  C ourt  of  Claim s, as  wou ld su ch  ac tio ns  again st  th e  U ni ted St at es .

W ith re sp ec t to  ve nue in  ac ti ons again st  th e  C or po ra tion  in  it s own name , 
sinc e th e  a ir po rt s are  lo ca te d in  th e  Co mmon wea lth  of  V irgi ni a th e  Cor po ra tion  
ob viou sly  wo uld  be do ing busi nes s th e re ; bu t sinc e it  m ig ht  no t be  so cl ea r th a t 
th e  ex is te nc e of  an  office of  th e  Cor po ra tion  in th e D is tr ic t of Colum bia wo uld 
const it u te  “doing  bu sine ss ,” th e  appare n t pu rp os e of  se ct ion 4 of  th e  bil l is to 
rem ov e an y unce rt a in ty  w ith re sp ect to  th e appro pri a te  fo ru m  fo r civi l proc ee d
in gs  ag a in s t th e Cor po ra tion  in  it s  ow n co rp or at e ca pac ity  by pr ov id in g th a t th e 
C or po ra tion  may  be su ed  in  e it h e r th e D is tr ic t of  Colum bia or  V irg in ia , shou ld  
it  m ain ta in  offices i n bo th  ju ri sd ic ti ons.

Si nc e th e pr oc ed ur es  gov er ni ng  th e  pa ym en t of  j udgm en ts  ad eq uat el y se t fo rt h  
in  th e  A dm in is tr a to r’s le tt e r had , as  you will  no te,  be en  pr ev io us ly  disc us se d 
w ith  re pre se nta tives  of  our  Office, we  ha ve  no th in g fu r th e r to  ad d.

In  co nc lus ion , th er ef ore , and  fo r th e re as on s se t fo rt h  above, it  is ou r vie w 
th a t th e ex te n t of  o r li m it a ti on  upon  th e li ab il ity  of  th e C or po ra tion  prop os ed  by 
th e  bi ll wo uld  be no d if fe re n t from  th e pre se nt  li ab il it ie s of  th e U ni ted S ta te s in 
th e  op er at io n of  th e a ir p o rt s  dir ec tly by th e A dm in st ra to r fo r cl aim s which  m ay  
a ri se  again st  it,  ex ce pt  to  th e  ex te nt to  which  th e  C orp ora tion  might  be  liab le  
in  ca se s to whi ch  th e G ov er nm en t’s im m un ity from  su it  h as  no t been ex te n d e d ; 
fo r ex am ple,  th os e ex cl usi ons en um er at ed  in  ti tl e  28, U nited  S ta te s Code, se ct ion 
2680.

Si nc erely y ou rs ,
J o se ph  Cam pb el l,

Com pt ro lle r Gen eral  o f th e Un ite d S ta te s.
Mr. H emphill. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put it in the record 

if you think  it appropriate, because I think we have this baby on 
our hands and we are going to have to solve the problem.

Mr. Williams. All right.
Air. H emphill. The longer we put it of f, the longer we are leaving 

the United States of America liable. It  would be a horrible  thing 
with millions of dolla rs involved and we wouldn’t have any limit  under 
the present law.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Chairman, I  would like to  say this for the record. 
It  was stated before our committee t ha t there are many Government 
corporations now in existence and Mr. Halaby mentioned the Develop-
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ment Loan Fund, the Exp ort- Imp ort Bank, Federal  Crop Insurance, 
and others.

It  is true that  all of these corporations provide important services, 
but I would like to po int out tha t none of these corporations operate 
an agency which controls a service the public cannot do without or 
must have.

The traveling public cannot do without adequate airline service in 
this jet  age. I think this makes the FAA-proposed Corporation differ
ent than  any now in existence.

If  the Export -Imp ort Bank regulated all of the banks in the country 
you might be abe to compare it with the FAA  Corporation, or if 
the Development Loan Fund was responsible for all loans made in 
the country you might be able to compare it. with the FAA  
Corporation.

However, the FAA is proposing the creation of an entirely differ
ent type of corporation to be controlled by the same officials who regu
late the airline service of the country.

Therefore, I do not thin k there is any comparison between the 
corporations that are existing now and this Corporation as proposed 
by the FAA.

I want  that  in the record, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Williams. With respect to the suggested change in subpara 

graph (D ), on page 6, where it is suggested the Congress is relinquish
ing control, does the General Accounting Office suggest any amenda
tory  language?

Mr. Savage. Here again, Mr. Chairman, in any of these specific 
areas, if you would desire to have specific language  suggested, I 
thin k we could best do that  and submit this to you in writing. We 
have not developed it a t the  present  time.

(The information to be furnish ed follows:)
Comptroller  Genera l of th e U nited States ,

Washington, June 5,1963.
Hon . J ohn Bell Will iam s,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics,
Committee on Inters tate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. Chairman : Further reference is made to our lett er dated April 24, 
1953, commenting on H.R. 826, 88th Congress, 1st session, entitled “A bill to 
create  the National Capital Airpor ts Corporation, to provide for the operation 
of the federally owned civil airports  in the District of Columbia or its vicinity 
by the Corporation, and for other purposes.”

As you know, a t the hearings, following our remarks with respect to specific 
sections of H.R. 826, we were requested to furnish to your subcommittee suggested 
language to be incorporated in the bill which would, in our opinion, carry out 
the substance of our recommendations.

Accordingly, we repeat below our section-by-section comments which we made 
in our lette r of April 24, followed by the  suggested language requested :

Section 5(a) (p. 3, line 2) provides for the setting of rate s and charges on a 
self-sustaining basis while section 5(b) (p. 3, line 10) provides tha t rates and 
charges be consistent with rate s and charges of a similar nature  at comparable 
airports  within the United States. There is a possibility of a conflict between 
these two provisions, part icula rly in the case of Dulles International Airport 
which, in the first years of operation, may not be able to operate on a self-sustain
ing bas is if rates and charges are  consistent with those of comparable ai rports.

We recommend that lines 9 through 16 on pare 3 be changed to read ns follows:
“ (b) The rates and charges for space, facilities, and services shall he fair 

and reasonable and shall be on a self-sustaining business enterprise basis with 
due consideration given to the rate s and charges of a similar nature  at com
parab le airpo rts within the United States. The annual budget program of the
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Corporation, as required to be submit ted  to the  Congress by section 103 of the 
Government Corporation Control Act, shall set forth  a sta tem ent  of, and the 
basis  for, such rates and charg es. Exclusions of costs from the base used in 
dete rmining such rat es and  cha rge s shall  be specifically approved by the 
Congress.”

Section 6(5 ) (A) and  (B)  (p. 6, lines  5-10) provides for  acquiring property 
and  constructing buildings and improvements without specific authorization by 
the  Congress. The only res triction  placed on the ini tia tion of capi tal projec ts 
or new types of ac tivit ies is th at  contained in section 11 (p. 14, line 17) tha t such 
cap ita l projects  or new’ activit ies  sha ll be included in the  annual budget program 
prescribed by section 102 of the  Government Corporation Control  Act. We 
believe the  Congress would be provided with  bet ter contro l if H.R. 826 provided 
th at  the  Congress wmuld have to specifically approve item s of thi s na tur e before 
they could be undertaken; th is  could be accomplished by requiring approval 
in annu al appropr iation acts o f such projects and new act ivi ties  w ith such lim ita
tions as  the Congress may dec ide to  establish.

Section 6(5) (D) (p. 6, lines 19-25) would allow' con tracto rs or lessees to 
alter,  repair,  or improve proper ty of the Corporation. In  thi s connection, we 
direct  atte ntion to the poss ibil ity of concessionaires and  ten ants obtaining a 
vestetl and continuing inter es t in the  improvements  made  by them to Govern
ment-owned property  which would  neces sitate subsequent expenditures by the 
Government to remove such ves ted interests.  In  addi tion, thi s author ity  would 
permit sub stan tial  changes to be made to Government-owned property  without 
specific approval by the Congress , thereby reducing congressional control.

In order to accomplish the purpose of these  recommenda tions, therefore, we 
recommend that  af ter the  w’ord “there in” in line 7 on page  6, a comma be sub
sti tut ed  for  the semicolon, follow’ed by the p hr as e:
“subject, however, to a lim ita tion in the amount of $--------, beyond which lim ita
tion the re shall be pr ior  app roval o f the Congress.”

We likewise recommend inserti on of the same language following the  word 
“Corporation ” in line 10 on th e same page.

We also recommend th at  following  the  wrord “Corporation” in line 25, page 6 
of the  bill, the re be insert ed the fol lowing:

“Provided, however,  Th at  any contrac t or agreement to alte r, repa ir, or im
prove property  under thi s section may not be entered into  where the investme nt 
or cost thereof amounts  to more  than  $----- without  pr ior approval  by the  Con
gre ss:  Provided fur the r, Th at  any cons truction by a con trac tor  or lessee on
such proper ty, the  cost of which shall be in excess of $----- likewise shall be
sub ject  to prior  approval by the  Congress.”

Section 6(10) (p. 8. line 3) includes the word “specifically” which, as suggested 
in our  comments on H.R. 7399, 87th Congress, should be omitted from II.R. 826.

We make this recom mendation  for the reason th at  the word “specifically,” in 
our  opinion, would cre ate  a blanket exemption from all  the  sta tutes  enacted by 
the  Congress, from time  to time, with  respe ct to the business  tran sac tion s of the  
United States unles s such sta tut es  were, by their  term s, made applicable speci
fically to  Government  corporations.

Section 10(b) (beg inning on p. 12. line 19) which  presc ribes  the  basis for 
the  computation of in ter es t to be paid into the  Treasur y appears  to be undu ly 
complicated. For example, it  involves an ana lysis of expe nditu res by fiscal 
year for the assets  tra ns fe rred  to the  Corporation (p. 13, line 15). In  our  
opinion, the same general  objective could be accomplished if H.R. 826 provided 
for  the  payment of interes t at  rate s estab lished by the  Sec reta ry of the Treasur y 
on the basis  of the  Government’s net  inves tmen t in the  Corporation as provided 
for  in the law’ applicable to  the Panama Canal Company. If  the  Congress should 
w’ant to exclude cer tain item s from the interest base, th is could a lso be provided  
for  in the  bill.

In consonance with  the above, we recommend th at  section 10(b)  on page  12, 
beginning a t line 19. be revised to read as follows :

“ (b) The Corpora tion shall pay into the Treas ury  of  th e United Sta tes as mis 
cellaneous rece ipts at  the close of  each fiscal year , in ter es t on the  G overnment ’s 
inves tment in the Corpora tion consis ting of the  net  amount  of funds advanced  
or othe r net assets  tra ns ferre d to the  Corporation . The int ere st ra te  to be used 
for  his purpose  shal l be determined  by the Sec retary  of the Treasury, tak ing 
into considera tion the average yield to matu rity on marketa ble obligations of 
the  United Sta tes  having a matur ity  d ate  of fifteen years  or more, o uts tandin g a t 
the  beginning of the  fiscal year in which the fun ds were advanced or oth er ne t 
asse ts were tra ns ferre d. Such intere st ra te  sha ll rema in in effect for  so long
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as any port ion of the n et investment to which such rate appl ies r ema ins outstan d
ing, but no longer than a per iod o f lif teen years.”

Section 10(c) (beginning on p. 13, line 21) provides for  crediting payments 
to the  Treas ury  of funds excess to cur ren t needs to the app ropriat ion  account 
from which advances are  made. This  provision does not  app ear  necessary 
since such a determination  would be arb itr ary because of the  impossibility of 
dete rmining whether  excess funds were generated  from app ropriat ions or from 
rece ipts lrom operations. This  provis ion would also tend to lessen congress ional 
contro l due to the fac t that  such paym ents would be ava ilab le to the Corpora
tion withou t going through the app ropriat ion  process. Funds considered in ex
cess of curre nt needs would be ava ilab le for  fu ture  use wi tho ut specific con
gressional au thor ization.

Accordingly, we recommend th at  section 10(c) on page 13, beginning at  line 
21, be revised to read as fol low s:

“ (c) Whenever any money in the  fund  is determined by the  Adm inis trator 
to be in excess of the needs of the  Corpora tion, such excess amount shall  be 
paid  into  the  Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts . Ap
pro pria tion s or other fund s received by the Corpo ration shall be used solely for 
the purposes of th e Corporation.”

Section 10(e) (beginning  on p. 14, line 9) which provides th at  advances from 
app ropriat ions to cover actual  losses  of prior yea rs shal l not requ ire the pay
ment of intere st does not seem to be consi stent  with  the  declared objective 
sta ted  in section 5(a)  (p. 3, line  2) , of H.R. 826 th at  to the maximum extent 
pra ctic able the  Corpora tion should operate  on a self -sus taining basis  consis tent 
with  sound commercial pract ices. In  a commercial opera tion, it  is a sound prac 
tice to  attem pt to recover losses in a curren t period  from fut ure  operations whethe r 
through  reduction  of costs, ad jus tm en t of rat es charged, increase  in vol
ume of business,  or a combination of all three . The exclusion of inte res t from 
such an item would result  in fa ilu re  of the Corporation to be enti rely  self- 
sust aining. Accordingly, it is suggested  that  the Congress may wish to con
side r limiting this provis ion to ex tra ordin ary  losses resu lting from unforeseen 
cat ast rop he or disaster .

In view thereof, we recommend the  following revision of section  10(e)  on 
page 14, beginning a t line 9 :

“ (e)  There  are  authorized to be appropr iated , withou t fiscal yea r limita tion, 
such sums as may be necessary  to car ry out the provisions of thi s Act. Ad
vances to the fund  shal l be made from  such appropriat ions as requested by the 
Manager. Advances from app rop ria tions to cover actual  losses resu lting from 
unforesee n catastroph e or dis as ter  sha ll not requ ire payment of intere st under 
subsection (b) of this  section.”

Section 13 (p. 16, lines 3 to 17) provides for the use of the  Corporation’s ai r
ports by ai rc ra ft of the  Depar tment  of Defense with out  charge . Such use 
without  charge would be consistent with  the provision in section 11(4)  of the 
Federal  Airport  Act (49 U.S.C. 1110), for public airpor ts developed, in par t, with  
Federal  fu nds.  However, this section of the Federal  Airport Act authorizes pub
lic a irp or ts to assess charges  in those cases where sub stantial use is made of the 
airpo rt facil ities. In an audit  on the  operations  at  Washington National  Air
port  for  fiscal years  1959, 1960, and 1961, currently in process, we noted that  
space ren tal s and landing fees not  recovered from the  Department of the Air 
Force in fiscal year  1961 tota led $59,340, or  about 3 pe rcent  of the  tota l airport 
operat ion. We, therefore, recommend th at  section 13 on page 16 be revised as 
fol low s:

“Section 13. The facil ities  of any  airport under the  jur isd ict ion  of the Cor
porat ion and the faci lities  usable  for  the  landing and takeoff  of air craf t, includ
ing aids  to naviga tion, shall  be ava ilab le to the United Sta tes for use by ai r
craf t used or operated by or fo r the  Department of Defense. Appropria te 
charges , proportional to such use, of the  cost of operating and  mainta ining the  
air po rt fac iliti es shall  be paid by the  Department of Defense. The  Adm inist ra
tor  may, consis tent with nat ional defen se requi rements, curta il or limit  the use 
of the  faci litie s of the Corporation by ai rc ra ft of the Dep artm ent  of Defense 
if such use. in his judgment, unreasonably impa irs or interfere s with the  use of 
such faci liti es by civil ai rcraft. ”

Section 14 (beginning on p. 16, line  18) which provides for  the furn ishing of 
space withou t charge to certain Government  agencies should also be considered 
in rela tion  to the operat ion of the Corporat ion’s airports  on a self-susta ining  
basis. Public Law 87-255 (75 Stat . 527) amended section 109 of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 ( 49 U.S.C. 1509) to auth orize the app ropriat ion  of funds
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to enable  c ert ain  Fed era l agencies  to acq uire  necessary space at  public airports . 
The agencies  involved are  the  Immigra tion and Na turalizat ion  Service, Public 
Health  Service, Bureau of Customs, an d the Pla nt and Animal Quarantine Serv
ice. The  provision in Public  Law 87-255 applicable to public a irp or ts (as  defined 
in the Federal  Airpor t Act) could be made applicable to the  Corpora tion’s ai r
por ts in H.R. 826.

We, ther efore, recommend the  following  revision of section  14, on pages 16 
and 17 of the  b il l:

“Section 14. The Corpo ration shall  furnish to any agency of the  Government  
such space in airpo rt buildings as may be reasonably  adequa te for  use in con
nection with any air  traffic control activity , or weather reporting or communica
tions activities, rela ted to ai rpor t ai r traffic control , which the  Adm inis trator 
may deem necessary to esta blish and maintain  a t the airport.  Appropria te 
charges sha ll be made for the use of such space as provided for in section 1109 
of the  Fe der al Aviation Act of 1958, as  amended (49 U.S.C. 1509).”

Section 17(a) (p. 20, lines 4 to 18) provides for  paym ents  to Sta te and local 
governments in lieu of taxes on rea l property. FAA presently does not make 
paym ents  in lieu of taxes on rea l prop erty  owned by the  Government.

As your committee was informed orally in our testimony, th is situatio n was 
brough t to the  atte ntio n of your committee for informa tion  only, and we have 
no recommendat ion to m ake wi th respec t thereto.

General.— H.R. 826 does not  contain a provis ion such as  was contained in 
H.R. 7399, 87th Congress, to t ra ns fe r to the Corporation the  unexpended balances 
of any  appropriations  made  for the  construction,  opera tion,  and main tenance of 
the  a irp or ts to be tr ansfe rre d to the  C orporat ion. This  could create  a confusing 
situa tion whereby the ai rpor t operations  would be financed in pa rt by funds not 
ava ilab le to the Corporation so th at  the corporate financial stat eme nts would 
not disclose all financial ac tiv itie s rela ted to the airports  fo r which it would have 
the  responsibi lity for adminis tra tion.

Therefore , in connection with this general statement , we would recommend a 
revision of section 10(a) beginning at line 20, on page 11, to read as follows:

“ (1) such amounts as may be advanced  to the  fund  upon the  request of the 
Manager  from appropr iati ons  m ade for th at  pu rpose;

“ (2) the  unexpended balances of any appropr iations  avai lable for const ruction, 
opera tion,  and maintenance of th e Nat ional Capital Airp orts  as my be determined 
by th e Admin istrator  and approved  by t he Director of the Burea u of  the Bud ge t;

“ (3) such of the  unexpended balances of app ropriat ions available for  use by 
the  Federal  Aviation Agency for  the construction, development, opera tion, or 
main tenance of any ai rpor t which is, or may be tra nsfer red  to the Corporation 
und er this  Act, a s may be determined by the  A dministrato r and approved by the 
Directo r of  the B ureau of the  B udget;

“ (4) the  value of a ny ne t asse ts tra nsfer red  to the  C orporation as of the date 
of it s tra nsfer  to  the  C orp oration ; and

“ (5) receipts from opera tion s under thi s Act.”
The information requ ested as to the com parative liab ility of the United Sta tes  

und er the  present ope rat ion al setup and und er the  proposed corporate  manage
ment on account of negligence resu lting  in thi rd pa rty  damage is  being p repared 
and will be furnish ed as  soon as it is completed.

Sincerely  yours,
J o se ph  Cam pb el l ,

Comptroller General  of  the United Sta tes .
Mr. Williams. On all of these points tha t you are raising , as I 

understand it, each of these points that you raise is based on your  
feeling that the  Congress is relinquish ing control ?

Mr. Savage. Thi s is the prim ary point, yes.
Mr. Williams. Over the expendi ture of publ ic funds. I thin k tha t 

the committee would certainly  welcome any suggested amendatory 
language tha t you might want to strengthen  congressional control of 
this Corporation in the event tha t the Congress sees fit to create  a 
corporation.

Mr. F rtedel. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask i f GAO has given 
a report on H.R. 2081 ?

Mr. Savage. Yes, a no comment report, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Friedel. I would like to have a report on it.
Mr. W illiams. It  might be well for the General Accounting Office 

to take a look at  H.R. 2081 and give us their views on it also i f you 
are not prepared to do so now .

(The information mentioned above follows:)
Comptroller General of th e United  States,

Wash ington , Ap ril  1,1963.
Hon. Oren H arris,
Chairman, Committee on Inters tat e and Foreign  Commerce,
House o f Repre senta tives .

Dear Mr. Chairman  : F ur ther  re fere nce is  made to your let ter  of  Februa ry 14, 
1963, acknowledged on Feb ruary 18, reques ting  the  comments of the  General  
Accounting Office concerning H.R. 2081, 88th Congress, 1st session, enti tled  “A 
bill to tra ns fe r cer tain  adm inistrative responsibility for  the operatio n of Wash
ington N atio nal Airport and Dulles Inter na tio na l A irpo rt from the  A dminis trator 
of the Fed era l Aviat ion Agency to  a Washington  Airp orts  Board , and for  other 
purposes.”

We have  no special information or  knowledge as to the  des irab ility  or need 
for  the proposed legisla tion and, the refo re, we make no recommenda tion with 
respect  to i ts enactment.

Sincerely yours,
J oseph Campbell,

Comptroller  General of  the United  States.
Mr. Williams. In subparagraph (D) on page 6, you make a sug

gested policy change. Wha t is your next suggested place for amend
ment ?

Mr. Litre. Section 6(10) , page 8, line 3, include the word “spe
cifically”, which, as suggested in our comments on H.R. 7399, 87th 
Congress, should be omitted from H .R. 826.

Mr. W illiams. I think th at probably speaks for itself. Your next 
point.

Mr. Litre. Section 10(b), page 12, line 19, which cites the basis 
for the computation of interest be paid into the Treasury, appears 
to be unduly complicated. Fo r example, it involves an analysis of 
expenditures by fiscal year for the  assets trans ferred to the Corpora
tion, page 13, line 15.

In our opinion, the same general objective could be accomplished 
if H.R. 826 provided for the payment of interest at rates established 
by the Secretary of the Treasury  on the  basis of the Government's net 
investment in the Corporation as provided for in the law applicable 
to the Panam a Canal Company. If  the Congress should want  to ex
clude certan  items from the interest base, this also could be provided 
for in the bill.

Mr. H emphill. May I  ask you something right there, sir? Afte r 
looking this thing over, do you have an opinion as to whether or not 
these two airports  will become self-sustaining at any given time, either 
in combination or separately?

Mr. Litre . All we have done is to review what FAA  has stated 
about Dulles, and, of course, t hey  believe tha t it will become self- 
sustaining in 10 years or so from now. With the new rates  that they 
put in at WNA this  also should be self-sustaining.

Mr. H emphill. It  just occurs to me that  we might have some ambi
tion to get out of the  airp ort business. I certainly think we should 
get out of the business at some time.

The problem is if you ever get it on a self-sus taining basis and sell 
it to some private corporation, they will say it is a deal or something
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like that.  One of the reasons, I think, for the Corporation is that  
perhaps it might give us some opportuni ty someday to get out of 
the airpor t business.

I don’t think we have any business in it, but we are in it and can’t 
help it. I go along with Mr. Friedel tha t if  we could get our money 
back we could go to Friendship.

Mr. F riedel. I think  the Government should get out of th is a irpor t 
business, and keep the FA  A out of it too. Keep them confined to 
safety and their  other duties. That is the point I am arguing. I 
think  the FA A should do wha t they are supposed to do and let the  
airports  be run by a corporation separate  from the F AA.

That is the main place we differ. When we set up a private cor
poration, keep the FAA out of it.

Air. W illiams. Specifically how would your suggestion change this  
situation or how would it  change  the provisions of subparagraph (b) 
on page 12? In other words, what would be the pract ical effect of the 
change of language ?

Mr. Savage. Just a ma tter  of simplicity is all, simplicity in the 
computation of interest.

Mr. Williams. You mean for  all practica l purposes there would 
be no change ?

Mr. Savage. Not significantly.
Mr. W illiams. In  the operation?
Air. Savage. No. This is simply a matter  of simplicity in the ap

proach and there is previous precedent for approaching the compu
tation in the manner in which we have suggested, tha t is, on the 
basis of the net investment  of the Government in the corporation, 
excluding whatever items which the Congress may decide th at they 
may want to exclude.

Mr. Williams. I thin k the committee would welcome some sug
gested language there so we would have an opportunity to look it over.

(The information to be furnished appears on p. 148.)
Air. Williams. What is the next poin t?
Air. Litre. Section 10(c), page 13, line 21, provides for crediting 

payments to the Trea sury  of funds excess to cu rren t needs to the a p
propr iation  account f rom which advances are made. This provision 
does not appear  necessary since such a determination would be arbi
tra ry because of the impossibility of determining whether excess 
funds were generated from appropriations or from receipts from 
operations. This provision would also tend to lessen congressional 
control due to the fact tha t such payments would be available to the 
Corporation without  going through the appropria tion process. Funds 
considered in excess of current needs would be available for futu re 
use without specific congressional au thorization.

Air. Friedel. In othe r words, the funds they have in excess they 
could keep and wouldn’t have to turn them back to the Treasu ry. 
Isn ’t tha t another way of getting away from the jurisdic tion of the 
Congress ?

Air "Litre Yes, sir*
Air. Springer. What  you mean in this instance is that this would 

not have to be appropr iated?
Air. L itre. Th at is right .
Air. Williams. Your  next point.
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Mr. Litre. Section 10(e) , page 14, line 9, which provides that ad
vances from appropriations to cover actual losses of prior years shall 
not require the payment of interest does not seem to be consistent 
with the declared objective stated in section 5(a),  page 3, line 2, of 
H.R. 826 tha t to the maximum extent practicable  the Corporation 
should operate on a self-sustaining basis consistent with sound com
mercial practices.

In  a commercial operation, it is a sound practice to attempt to 
recover losses in a current period from future operations  whether 
through reduction of costs, adjustment of rates charged,  increase in 
volume of business, or a combination of all three.

The exclusion of interes t from such an item would result in fai l
ure of the Corporation to be entirely self-sustaining. Accordingly, 
it is suggested that  the Congress may wish to consider limiting this 
provision to extrao rdinary losses resulting from unforeseen catas
trophe o r disaster.

Mr. Williams. Do I und erstand tha t your objection to tha t language 
is based on two things? One is the  forgiveness of the interest, and, 
second, the possible loss of congressional control ?

Mr. Litre. Mostly from a self-sustaining basis, sir.
Mr. Savage. I don’t think there is any question of  loss of congres

sional control here. It  simply is a matter that  if it is self-sustaining 
you can’t forgive interest to this extent and still be self-sustaining.

Mr. W illiams. That comes under  the term “to the  maximum extent 
practicable” which modified that  original language.

Mr. Savage. Not insofa r as the recording of this particula r interest 
is concerned. In other words, i f no interest on these pr ior year losses 
was to be computed in determining the cost of the airport,  then this 
would not be a cost for the recovery through  land ing fees or any other 
income of the airport, so this  would simply lie a cost to the Government 
tha t would not show up as a cost to the airpor t.

Mr. Williams. The next item.
Mr. Litre. Section 13, page 16, line 3, provides for  the use of the 

Corporation’s airports  by air cra ft of the Department of Defense with
out charge. Such use without charge would be consistent with the pro
vision in section 11(4) of the Federal Airp ort Act for public a irports  
developed, in part, with Fed eral funds.

However, this  section of the  Federal Airport Act authorizes public 
airports  to assess charges in those cases where substan tial use is made 
of the ariport facilities.

In  our audit of the operations at Washington National Airport for 
fiscal years 1959 through 1961 we noted tha t space rentals and landing 
fees not recovered from the Department of the Air Force in fiscal year 
1961 totaled $59,340, or about 3 percent  of the total airport operations.

Mr. F riedel (p residing ). Any questions?
Mr. Springer. No questions.
Mr. F riedel. The next one.
Mr. L itre. Section 14, page 16, line 18, which provides  fo r the  fu r

nishing  of space without charge to certain Government agencies should 
also be considered in relation to the operation of the Corporation’s 
airports  on a self-sustaining basis.

Public Law 87-255 amended section 109 of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 to authorize the appropria tion of funds to enable certain 
Fede ral agencies to acquire necessary space at public airports.
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The agencies involved are the Immigration and Natura lization  
Service, Public Health Service, Bureau of Customs, and the P lan t and 
Animal Quarantine  Service. The provision in Public Law 87-255 
applicable to public airpor ts, as defined in the Federal Air por t Act, 
could be made applicable to the Corporation’s a irports in H.R. 826.

Mr. F riedel. Could you furnish  us the proper  language  to correct 
that?

Mr. Litre. Yes, sir.
(The informat ion requested appea rs on p. 148.)
Mr. Friedel. Any other questions ? Proceed.
Mr. L itre. The next one is section 17(a) , page 20, line 4, which 

provides for payments to Sta te and local governments in lieu of 
taxes on real property. FAA presently does not  make payments in 
lieu of taxes on real property  owned by the Government.

Mr. Springer. Let me jus t ask a question. Is tha t a matter of 
policy?

Mr. Litre . Yes, sir.
Mr. Savage. This is simply  a matter of policy. This  is usually 

true. Most regular Government agencies do not pay taxes, generally 
speaking, and FAA in this par ticu lar case does not happen to make 
payments in lieu of taxes. Most of the corporations do pay real 
property  taxes. So this is the difference between the  two approaches.

Mr. Springer. You are saying then this Corporation should not 
pay taxes ?

Mr. Savage. No. We are not making any recommendation here. 
This  is simply a matte r o f making a comparison.

Mr. Springer. You haven’t recommended any change? You have 
jus t set out what you believe the present policy is? Is that  correct?

Mr. Savage. This is the  present  practice in this par ticu lar situation. 
We have no objections to  the present requirements so far as Govern
ment corporations are concerned insofar as the ir payment of real 
prop erty  taxes is concerned.

Mr. Springer. Would you repeat tha t last sentence?
Mr. Savage. I say our office has no objection to the present practice 

of Government corpora tions paying real property taxes. If  I recall 
correctly, this is a ma tter  tha t is included in the organic act of each 
Government corpora tion and they pay taxes because the law says 
tha t they shall pay them.

Mr. Springer. So wha t you are saying then is the law is a lready 
there and as a corporation they shall pay real estate taxes? Is tha t 
what you are saying ?

Mr. Savage. I am not enti rely sure of that, but  I  believe so in most 
cases.

Air. Hemphill. May I ask a question there on the cost ascertain
ment which I unde rstand is being done and will be done? In trying 
to find out what a p roper landing fee is would the amount for taxes, 
whether paid or not, be included in your judgment ?

Mr. Savage. Of course, if  the Government itself had no responsibil
ity for taxes there would be no cost to the Federa l Government. 
Actually they would be ge tting the benefit of this land tax free, you 
might say.

Of course, as a corporation they would be required  to pay taxes or 
either make payments in lieu of taxes, and this then, of course, would
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become a cost which would have to be taken into consideration in set
ting  charges if they are going to be self-sustaining.

Mr. Hemphill. And, sir, whom would those taxes be paid to?
Mr. Savage. They would be paid to the local authorities.
Mr. Hemphill. To the Sta te of Virginia or the local county?
Mr. Savage. Yes.
Mr. H emphill. Thank you so much.
Mr. F riedel. I am glad you brought tha t out. In other words, if 

it is under the FAA,  the Government doesn’t pay any taxes? If  it is 
under the Corporation we would have to pay taxes to the county of 
Virginia and the Sta te of Virginia ?

Mr. Savage. If  this were enacted into la w; yes.
Mr. F riedel. Proceed, Mr. Litke.
Mr. Litre. The last point is a matter of information. H.R. 826 

does not contain such a provision as was contained in H.R. 7399, 87th 
Congress, to transfer to the Corporation the unexpended balances of 
any appropriations made for  the construction, operation, and main
tenance of the airpor ts to be transferred to the Corporation. This 
could create a confusing situa tion  whereby the airport operations 
would be financed in part bv funds not available to  the Corporation 
so tha t the corporate financial statements would not disclose all 
financial activties rela ted to the airports for which it  would have the 
responsibil ity for administ ration.

Mr. Williams. Could your agency submit some suggested language 
that  you feel would take care of tha t ?

Mr. L itre . We would be happy to, sir.
(The  information requested appears on p. 148.)
Mr. W illiams. Are there any f urther  questions of Mr. Litke? Mr. 

Litke, as you understand it, the objections raised this year in your 
report are almost identical to those that were submitted last year or 
in the last Congress when this legislation was under consideration?

Mr. L itre . Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. Aren’t these generally the same objections that have 

been raised by the General Accounting Office against the creation of 
other Government corporations in the past?

Mr. L itre . We have no pol icy against the creation of any corpora
tion. What we do is look at  th e advantages, equate them against the 
disadvantages, and then we come up with a judgment.

Mr. W illiams. Do you know of any cases where the General Ac
counting Office has not taken a position against the creation of a 
Government corporation?

Mr. L itre . Yes, sir. One would be the St. Lawrence Seaway Cor
poration and an other would be the Development Loan Fund. I do not 
believe we raised any objection to these.

Mr. Williams. Would these same objections app ly to the creation 
of those others in the past ?

Mr. L itre. With respect to the St. Lawrence Seaway, I don’t 
know the reasoning for our posit ion but on the Development Fund , I  
believe it was tha t the  Fund  before its incorporation already had the 
same type of authority.

It  was basically incorporating the same thing so we didn’t raise any 
objection.

Mr. W illiams. Do you know of anything tha t sets this part icula r 
proposal apa rt from other proposals in the past to create Govern-
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ment corporations, in other words, that  would make your objections 
more specific toward  this than  i t would toward the creat ion of certain 
other Government corporations, that  makes th is a different type of 
operation from the other Government corporations ?

Mr. Savage. The only thing on that  part icular point, Mr. Chair
man, is the fact  tha t you have an operation which has been in exist
ence for a number of years, generally  successfully operated under  the 
present form of organization, whereas in the case of most existing 
Government corporations they were created originally as a corpora
tion.

There was never any previous experience of operat ing under  some 
other form of organization.

Mr. Williams. I believe, though, tha t you jus t s tated tha t the De
velopment Loan Fund you supported  because it was already in exist
ence and doing a good job and performing  the same functions.

Mr. Savage. But it was operating  as a revolving fund,  which is 
pretty much the same as a corporation insofar as congressional con
trol is concerned.

In other  words, they have the authority to use their  own generated 
funds. As long as the ir operations  generate enough funds, they don’t 
have to come to Congress and ge t appropriat ions.

Mr. Williams. Are there any fu rther questions ?
Mr. F riedel. Yes; just  one, Mr. Chairman. In  o ther words, there 

is actually  no need o f  a corpora tion ? The FAA can run Washington 
National and Dulles Airports  in  a basic way withou t the need of th is 
corporat ion ?

Mr. Litre . This is our opinion; yes, sir.
Mr. Friedel. Thank you.
Mr. Williams. We thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. Litre . Thank you.
Mr Williams. Mr. Seidman, of the Bureau of the Budget.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD SEIDMAN, ACTING ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
FOR MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE
BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD SCHNOOR

Mr. Seidman. Mr. Chairm an, I am accompanied by Mr. Howard 
Schnoor, of my staff in the Bureau of the Budget, at my right.  I 
have a statement and with your  permission 1 would like to read it.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I  am pleased to 
appear before you today to present the views of the Bureau of the 
Budget on H.R. 826, a t>ill to create a National Capital Airpo rts Cor
poration, and on the comments expressed by the Comptroller Gen
eral on the bill.

H.R. 826 would create a Corpora tion to operate and maintain  the 
Washing ton National Ai rpo rt and the Dulles Inte rnat iona l Airport. 
The bill  would confer upon the Corporation the powers and financial 
flexibility customarily accorded, and necessary for the operations of 
Government corporations.

The bill also applies to the Corporation the types of controls which 
the Congress has in the pas t determined are best suited to Federal busi
ness activities.

The Bureau of the  Budge t strongly favors the objective of making 
the Washington National and Dulles Inte rnat iona l Airpo rts self- 
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sustaining business enterprises. We believe that the use of the cor
porate form of organization and financing provided in H.R. 826 will 
greatly facilitate the accomplishment of that  objective.

I would like to point out that the idea of incorporating the Federa l 
airpo rt operations in the Washington area goes back at  least 14 years. 
In 1949, the first Hoover Commission, in its report on Federal business 
enterprises, recommended that  straigh tline  business activities, such as 
the Washing ton National Airport, be incorporated so as to secure 
greate r flexibility in management and simpler accounting, budgeting,  
and audit ing methods.

The Commission pointed out that  the Congress and executive branch 
over the past  60 years have turned more and more to a corporate form 
similar to th at developed in the business world to make possible more 
effective operations of Federal business enterprises.

Since 1949, every President and admin istra tor of the Federal Avia
tion Agency and its predecessor agency, and this has been regardless of 
political party , has recommended establ ishment of a Government cor
poration to administer the Washington airports.

This unanimity and cont inuity of opinion on the pa rt of responsible 
executive branch officials should, I believe, carry considerable weight.

In  his lette r of April 24 to the Committee on Inte rsta te and Fo r
eign Commerce, the Comptroller General takes what has become a 
tradi tional position for his office in opposition to bills to create the 
Airport Corpora tion and, indeed, to almost all other corporations in 
recent years.

His opposition is based on the concept tha t the public in terest is best 
served when congressional control over activities is exercised th rough  
annual reviews and affirmative action on planned programs and fi
nancing requirements which a ttend the appropriation processes, and 
through the application of statutes  and regulations which usually 
govern operations of Government agencies.

He states that  there should be no departure  from this standard  
unless there is a clear showing that an ac tivity  cannot operate success
fully within this framework, and he concludes tha t changes—
should be made only if the ir demonstrable me rit s in terms of more efficient oper
ation  of  the  ac tiv ity  clearly  outweigh the  d isadva ntages  of  reduced congressional 
control.
He does not believe that such a showing has  been made with respect to 
the local airports.

The General Accounting Office position contrasts with an awareness 
for many years, both in the Congress and the executive branch, tha t 
the forms of organization, financial procedures and controls applied 
to tradit ional Government activities are not necessarily suitable to 
commercial activities  such as civil a irports.

Tha t view was reflected by the enactment  in 1945 of the Government 
Corporation Control Act which provided for new types of controls 
adapted to the special needs of Federal business operations.

In repor ting on that  act, the Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency recognized that—
the  corporate form of organ ization is a useful device for car rying out a var iety 
of Government  services and programs, of a continuing as well as emergency 
cha rac ter (S. Rept.  694, 79th Cong., 1st ses s.).

One year later,  in its report on the 1947 Government Corporations 
appropriation bi ll, the  House Committee on Appropria tions stated:
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In recent yea rs the  Congress and  th e Government have found th at  the  use of 

the  Government Corporation st ru ctur e is an effective and beneficial  means of 
transa cting  Government business and effectua lly ass isting the  people of the 
Nation in the orderly promotion of benefi ts to the general welfare. The use of 
thi s type of struc tur e gives ela sticity of operation, perm its the use  of business 
methods,  and fac ilit ate s the handling of governmental operations (H. Kept. 2269, 
79th Cong., 2d sess. ).

The General Accounting Office appeal's to imply that  the use of 
appropria tions  as a control device is more important  than efficient or 
effective operations. We would certainly agree tha t an appropria te 
type and level of control over Federa l activities is essential. However, 
we st rongly disagree with the concept that there is only one way to 
assure essential congressional control. Programs differ, and so do the 
kinds of controls that  are appro pria te thereto. We have found through 
many years of experience tha t business-type act ivities often require a 
different sor t of control than other Federal activities.

I would say here in addit ion tha t I  doubt that , in any pr ivate  busi
ness corporat ion, a board of directors  would be satisfied i f thei r con
trol were limited to determining what the gross expenditures of the 
corporation would be in the next year.

That would not provide a satisfactory basis of control over a business 
enterprise. The cost to the Government in the  case of an activity such 
as the airp ort depends on the efficiency of management and the ade
quacy of the rates charged  because these will determine ultimately 
what is going to be paid out of the Treasury, not the annual amount 
which is going to be appro pria ted for the gross expenditures of the 
enterprise in the next year.

Mr. F riedel. Mr. Seidman, are you stat ing that  the FA A has 
mismanaged the airpo rts ?

Mr. Seidman. I am not making tha t statement, Mr. Friedel. I  
am talk ing about the limitations inherent in the present methods o f 
operation.

Mr. Friedel. Don’t they have those same limitat ions now?
Mr. Seidman. They ce rtain ly do not because they come to Congress 

for  funds which are provided annually by Congress. There is no 
necessary re lationship between their gross expenditures  to meet thei r 
costs and the provision of funds for the  operation of a Corporation.

Mr. Friedel. Where do they get the money then ?
Mr. Seidman. They go to Congress for an annual appropriation . 

The ir revenues are paid into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treasury.
Mr. Friedel. Wh at does tha t have to do with  the management of 

the airports  ?
Mr. Seidman. I t has a great  deal to do with the  management of 

the airpor ts. There is a grea t deal of difference in the att itude  of the 
management when they have to live out of the ir revenues as opposed 
to going to Congress to get their  appropriation while having the 
revenues go back into miscellaneous receipts.

The pressure is on them when they have to live out of the money 
they are going to earn.

Mr. Friedel. And they shouldn’t have to worry  about coming to  
Congress ?

Mr. Seidman. They  would come, as in the case of a private cor
poration , when they have to obtain new capital  or borrow; you have 
to provide working capital. But, ultimately the test and cost to the
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Treasury will depend on the efficiency of management and the ade
quacy of the rates charged for the services.

We believe tha t an appropr iate  level of control is imposed on Gov
ernment Corporations throug h the Government Corporation Control 
Act. Among other things, that act requires each wholly owned Cor
poration—and this would include the Airp ort Corporation—to pre
pare annually a budget program and submit it  to the President.

The Corporation’s budget program is then submitted to the Con
gress for consideration, and legislation  must be enacted making any 
necessary appropriations or making available for expenditure for 
opera ting and administrat ive expenses, corporate funds, or other 
financial resources, or limit ing the use thereof as the Congress may 
determine.

Each Corporat ion is also subject to an audi t by the General Ac
counting Office in accordance with  principles and procedures ap
plicable to commercial corpora te transactions.

Thus, in keeping with the Comptroller  General’s standards,  we find 
tha t there is congressional control over corporate activities exercised 
through annual  reviews and affirmative action on planned programs 
and financing requirements. The  General Accounting Office con
firmed thi s in its testimony this morning. In fact, I submit tha t the 
corporate processes fo r development and review of budget programs 
actually provide the Congress with a fa r superior picture  of, and con
trol over, corporate activities tha n occurs when business-type opera
tions are subject to trad itional appropria tions  processes.

There is no evidence to support the view tha t the Congress is op
posed, as a matter of general principle, to the establishment of Gov
ernment Corporations.

In addition to its action in approving the Corporation Control Act, 
the Congress has in recent years created new’ Corporations such as the 
Panama Canal Company, Development Loan Fund  and St. Law’rence 
Seaway Development Corporation.

I might  point out here, and in relation to a question previously 
asked, tha t the management of the  Airp ort Corporation is vested in 
the General Manager of the Corporation. The relationship of this 
Corporat ion to the FAA  Adm inist rator would very nearly be anal
ogous to that of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporat ion 
to the Secre tary of Commerce, who on behalf of the President exer
cises direction and supervision over tha t Corporation. Tn tha t case 
the Secretary of Commerce does have authority over other  aspects 
of our maritime  activities, and so there  is no difference there in rela
tionship between the airports and the  FA A and the St. Lawrence Sea
way and the Secretary of Commerce. The relationship also would 
be the same as tha t of the  Panam a Canal Company to the Secretary 
of the Army who is the supervisory  official, or the relationship of 
Commodity Credit Corporation to the Secretary of Agricul ture.

The Congress has also taken action to recharter old Corporations 
and to extend and revise their authori ties. A number of those actions 
have been in itiated  by the Congress.

I am not aware of any general congressional dissatisfact ion with 
the corporate form of organiza tion and with the nature  of congres
sional control over existing Corporations.

Just to cite an example of congressional reaction, I would quote 
the report  (II . Rept. 1304, 81st Cong., 1st sess.) of the House Commit-
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tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries on the Panama Canal tolls 
which concluded tha t:

The appropriate  toll policy can hardly be decided upon and administered 
without business-type accounts, similar  to those of public util ities, upon which 
to rely for the basic financial and operating data. The statu s of the  canal as a 
business e nterpr ise can be furthe r clarified by making toll receipts available to 
it as operating revenues, return ing inte rest  to the Government at the going 
rate as provided fo r Government Corpora tions. These purposes can be achieved 
in Government only through the corporate and accompanying business-type budget 
and commercial-type audit. It  appears to the committee tha t in these days 
of organization, it is a most appropriate  time to consider the extension of the 
corporate form of organization to the operation of all functions of the Panama 
Canal except those having to do primarily  wi th nat ional defense.

Following on the report of the House committee, the legislation 
was enacted by the Congress creating the Panama Canal Company. 
The parallel with the airp ort incorporation  before this subcommittee 
is evident.

Turning to the airport co rporation, I  would refer to the 1954 report 
of the Senate Committee on In tersta te and Foreign Commerce (Kept. 
No. 1653, 83d Cong., 2d sess.) recommending incorpora tion. The 
committee sta ted :

The Washington National Airpo rt is essentially a business operation. Incor
poration will obviate certain  difficulties which (have been) experienced in 
attempting to operate this business under restrictions which apply generally to 
nonbusiness Government agencies.

The committee continued :
One such difficulty has re sulted from the budgetary and fiscal practices which 

it must follow as a conventional Government agency. The airp ort ’s budget 
estimates must be prepared 2 years or more in advance. The Department of 
Commerce finds, however, tha t it is impossible to predict accurate ly what the 
expenses of operating the airp ort  will be. The airp ort’s activit ies are subject 
to normal business fluctuations * * *.

The committee added :
The airport must return all its  income to the Treasury as general receipts, 

while its expenditures are limited strictly by the amounts appropriated.  The 
result  is tha t the airport management has little  incentive to seek increased 
revenues. Under some circumstances ventures which might produce additional  
revenues for the Government may have to be abandoned to conserve appropria
tions. • * * Present methods of budgeting, accounting, and financing hamper 
operations without providing a satisfac tory basis for control either by the 
executive branch or the Congress. The budget submitted by the airport does not 
furnish the basic data  essentia l for the evaluation and control of a business 
enterprise . At the present time, no sound basis exists either for analyzing ra tes 
and charges for airport services or the financial results  of its operations.

The Comptroller General acknowledged the need for improving 
airport management in his 1956-58 audi t repo rt on the Washington 
National Airport. In  his recommendations tr ansm itted  to Congress 
on February 4,1959, the Comptroller General no ted :

There has been growing support  in the Congress and the executive branch for 
operating the airport  as a self-sustaining business enterprise .

He add ed:
We believe it is desirable tha t FAA formulate an appropriate long-range 

I>olicy which would recognize this principle and serve the Airport  management 
as a guide in negotiating fees and charges.

Apparen tly, however, the GAO believes that incorporation goes too 
far  and is not essential to conduct the operations of a self-sustaining  
business enterprise.
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In  1959, we wrote the Comptroller General stilting that  we believed 
his general position against incorporation would appea r to have the 
prac tical result not of limi ting the use of Government corporat ions to 
programs meeting prescribed standards but of bar ring completely 
employment of the corporate form of organization.

In  our letter, we stated that  we doubted that  a “clear showing” 
could ever be made tha t any Government activity, includ ing all exist
ing Government corporations, could not be operated under  statutes 
and regulations which usually govern the operations of Government 
agencies.

It  seemed to us then, as it  does now, tha t the test should be whether 
a program could be operated more efficiently and effectively under the 
corporate form of organization.

We also indicated tha t we were not aware of any congressional 
policy which would proh ibit or discourage the futu re creation of 
Government corporations for  appropr iate  purposes. We asked for 
the Comptroller General’s views as to the conditions and circumstances 
which could justi fy use of the  corporate form of organization.

In  his response, the Comptro ller sta ted t hat  no fixed predetermined 
criter ia a re required and judgmen ts should be based on the net advan
tage to the Government, g iving  full consideration to any lessening of 
congressional control as well as the possibility of grea ter efficiency 
and economy in operation.

I gathe r from some of the testimony this  morning that the test seems 
to be essentially whether there  is already a corporat ion or whether they 
already have an existing revolving fund. If  they do not already have 
the flexibility required then the GAO believes they should not be 
given such authority.

We believe that in this instance—in the case of the National Capital 
Airp orts  Corporation—there would be a substantial net advantage 
to the Government, the taxpayer and the user. The ai rport operations 
are of the same type as those of  a number of other activities, such as 
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, Panam a Canal 
Company, and Tennessee Val ley Authority, which the Congress has 
seen fit to incorporate.

I would like to comment briefly on a few’ of the Comptrol ler Gen
eral ’s specific points. First, he states that incorporation is not required 
to meet the needs for improved budgeting, accounting, and reporting.

Admittedly, provision can now be made fo r a business-type budget 
and comprehensive a udit  unde r the Budget and Accounting Proce
dures Act, but this has nothing to do with the salient characteristics 
such as separate legal status, the right to sue and be sued, etc., which 
give a corporat ion its special character.

It  is true tha t the FAA can atta ch business-type financial statements 
to the airport budget which is now submitted to the Congress, but those 
statements are not the document on which the Congress acts. The 
business-type budget is the vehicle on which the Congress acts in the 
case of a corporation and this is significantly different.

We believe that the GAO has narrowly focused on the controls 
exercised by the Congress and the President over corporations and 
paid little or no attention to the other important attributes of the 
corporate device.

Secondly, the Comptroller General indicates tha t the airport pro
gram can receive additional financial flexibility to meet rapid  develop-
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ments and changing conditions through authorization of a permanent 
emergency fund  to be replenished by annual appropriations.

Certainly, a large  enough fund of th is type would be of assistance, 
but I submit tha t it does not equate with the flexibility provided 
through incorporation.

I  would also like to point out generally tha t it would be fa r more 
desirable to set up a corporation with its appropriate controls and 
responsibilities than i t would be to provide a host of minor piecemeal 
improvements fo r the current noncorporate  activity.

Action to set up a permanent emergency fund or to provide for a 
business-type budget or a revolving fund would be but a  token recog
nition  of  total needs of the program.

Thirdly , the Comptroller General points out tha t incorporation is 
not essential for effective dealings with priva te businesses. We agree. 
However, I  think there is a significant difference in customer rela tion
ships in the case of a co rporat ion where there is an awareness of the 
need for  a self-sustaining operation and a clear and direct relation
ship between services p rovided and corporate charges.

Fourthly , the Comptroller General believes the Congress basic in
tention  in enacting the Corporation Control Act was to restric t and 
control previously incorporated  activities, rather  than  to create new 
corporations.

In  tha t connection, he points out the reduction in the number of 
corporations since 1945, the  scarcity of  new ones and the requirements 
in section 304 of the act for  abolition of all existing corporations  
that  were not rechartered by June 30,1948.

The reduction in numbers resulted p rimarily from mergers of cor
porate  activities and from the termination of wartime or emergency 
programs. The requirement for rechartering was to carry  out one 
of the purposes of the act, tha t is, to replace a variety  of State-  
chartered Federal corporat ions with federally charte red corporations.

As far  as the  basic atti tude  of Congress toward new corporations 
is concerned, I believe the record which I covered before speaks for 
itself.

The Bureau of the Budget believes th at proposals to establish new 
Government corporations  should be subject to scrupulous analysis 
and review in terms o f recognized criteria for  the use of corporations 
set for th in the Presid ent’s 1948 budget  message.

Those criter ia provide for use of the corporate form only when a 
program:  (1) Is predom inantly of a business nature ; (2) is revenue 
producing and potentially self-sustaining; (3) involves a large num
ber of business-type transactions with the public; and (4) requires 
greater flexibility than the customary type of appropria tion budget 
ordinarily permits.

Our analysis indicates  that  the airport operations covered by H.R . 
826 are consistent with  those criteria. We are convinced tha t adop
tion of the corpo ration  concept would benefiit the users of the a irports 
and the taxpayer  by placing the  operations o f the  ai rports on a sound 
business basis without in any way weakening essential congressional 
controls.

Mr. W illiams. Mr. Seidman, I  would like to express my own per 
sonal opinion, based on my experience in rather  extensive hearings 
on this subject in this and the last Congress.

I would say that  your statement is the most compelling and con
vincing argument tha t I have heard in this  whole series of hear ings
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in favor of the establishment of a Government corporation in this in
stance and I hasten to congra tulate  you on the clarity and the force 
of the  argument that  you have presented to the committee.

As I unders tand it from your statement, the question of Govern
ment control as  between the present setup and the proposed corpora
tion is moot.

Mr. Seidman. Correct.
Mr. W illiams. That i t is your contention tha t the corporation bill 

as it is presently  draf ted would provide for equally as much, if not 
perhaps  more, congressional control over the  operation of these air
ports  as the present system. Is tha t correct ?

Mr. Seidman. That is correct. I  would say tha t it would provide 
more effective control because the Congress would be controlling those 
things which really  count in terms of  ultimate cost to the Government.

Mr. W illiams. Have you given study to the part icular provisions 
of this specific bill ?

Mr. Seidman. I have, Mr. Chairman, to a degree. I have not in
cluded my comments in the prep ared  statement, but I was present 
this morning when the General Accounting Office testified and I do 
have some comments on some of the ir proposed amendments.

Mr. W illiams. I think we would like to hear those if  you can make 
them as brief as possible.

Mr. Seidman. They will be very brief. I would suspect that we 
will hear the same thing  from the FA  A when they appear, so I  will 
limit  mine then only to things  which relate to my general knowledge 
in the field of government corporations and general laws applicable 
rather  than the specifics which the FA A would cover.

For example, the GAO proposed amendment to section 6(10), 
page 8, line 3, would omit the word “specifically.” The word “spe
cifically” in tha t provision is included in a model charte r for govern
ment corporations which was developed in consultation with the De
partm ent of Justice and the General Accounting Office quite some 
years ago.

The word was included quite deliberately, because we asked a t that  
time for a l ist of the general laws which are applicable to a govern
ment corporation. No one could give an answer. There was great 
ambiguity. We did know th at there were a series of specific statutes  
which were applicable and so it was believed essential tha t the word 
“specifically” be included so t ha t the corporations would have proper  
guidance as to what laws would be applicable to their operations rath
er than leaving it wholly ambiguous.

When we asked the Comptroller General at that  time, many years 
ago, what laws d id apply or would apply in the absence of this  lan
guage, we had several volumes of the regulatory and prohib itory 
statutes submitted to us and it was verv difficult to  determine which 
would or which would not apply, so I  think i t is of very urgent impor
tance t hat  the language “specifically” not  be excluded.

The nex t comment related to section 10(b) on the question of figur
ing the computation of interest.

I might  say I do know something about the Panam a Canal Com
pany, since I did draft  that act, and  the circumstances are not identical. 
We were then  taking  on a going operation with a par ticu lar known 
investment at the moment, but  in othe r cases we have had experience 
with the difficulty of a fluctuating intere st rate.
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The present situat ion may be equated to that of a priva te corpora
tion which issues a series of revenue bonds in a given year. They 
know that the interest rate is fixed in th at  year and will continue as 
long as those obligations  are o utstanding rather  than having  the total  
amount fluctuate with  tlie average cost of interest to the Government.

Some serious difficulties in establ ishing  rates would be created if 
you had a fluctuating interest rate. The general formula in the bill 
is one which has been suggested by the  Treasury Department and I 
can assure this committee that it  would not create any burden for those 
wTho would have to compute the interest rate nor does it  seem to us 
unduely complicated.

On 10(c), again, I think  I don’t have to go into this, it gets into 
the basic philosophy really of how much control you exercise. It  is 
an at tempt real ly, again, to  equate th is with the annual appropr iation 
process. I  th ink  this is a fa irly  st andard provision in a Government 
Corporation charter.

Mr. W illiams. H ow about the general recommendation they made 
at the end of their  letter ? Have you seen it ?

Mr. Seidman. I  agree with the ir general recommenation. I  think  
this provision should be made and generally is. I understand tha t this 
was deleted from the bill because of some concern that th is was inc lud
ing an appropriation in general  legislation, but this is a standard 
provision which you almost a lways include in a corporal ion bill and 
in any reorganization bill.

In  fact, there is a general statutory provision which authorizes the 
tran sfer of funds and unexpended balances in connection with reor
ganiza tions and I would agree with the General Accounting Office 
tha t that provision ought to be included in the bill.

I thin k other points raised by the  GAO can be covered by the FAA  
in thei r testimony.

Mr. Williams. There may lie some questions. Mr. Friedel?
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Seidman, granted tha t all of your arguments are 

sufficiently persuasive, we all must consider the Corpora tion formed 
for operation of these airpo rts.

Why  should this Corporation  be unde r the Federal Aviation 
Agency? You say noth ing about it anywhere in your statement.

Mr. Seidman. I thin k I can answer this, because this relates to the 
general philosophy and policy which we have with respect to the 
organization of the Government, which is reaffirmed by the Congress 
in the Reorganization Act.

The Hoover Commission also expressed the policy tha t we a ttempt 
to organize and group  activities by ma jor purpose. Obviously, i f we 
had a lot of separate, small independent activities in the Government, 
the President’s job would be impossible. The President  has to look 
to some subordinate to assist him in supervis ing the executive branch. 
As I  pointed out before, th is is exactly analgous to  what we do in the 
case of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation. The 
relationship of the Airport Corporation to the FAA  Adm inist rator 
will be analagous to tha t of the  St.  Lawrence Seaway Corporation to 
the Secretary of Commerce, who has somewhat the same kind of  broad 
authority that, the FAA Administra tor has. The management of the 
Seaway Corporation is vested in the Administrato r, not the  Secretary, 
and in this Corporation  the management would be vested in the Gen
eral Manager, not the FAA  Adminis trator .
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We  have the  same p ara lle l sit ua tio n,  Mr. Fr iede l, in the Commodity 
Cre di t Co rporati on  and Fed er al  Crop  Insurance Co rporati on , which 
are  und er  th e supervi sion  o f t he  Secret ary  of  Ag ricu ltu re  who  also has  
some ve iy  im po rta nt  regu la to ry  fun ctions in the  field of  ag ric ult ure , 
no t on ly wi th resp ect to the  la rg e pay ments  and othe r th ing s which 
affect  th e ag ric ul tu ra l economy, bu t some di rect  r eg ulator y functions.

Aga in , in  the case of th e Pan am a Canal  Company , the Secre tary 
of the Arm y on the  civi l func tio ns  side, on nav iga ble  wa terw ays , also 
has  regu la tory  functions.

Mr.  F riedel. Why  wo uld n’t the Government  tak e charge  of Idl e- 
wild,  a nd  L a Gu ard ia,  a nd  Ne wa rk  A irp or ts?

Mr. Seidman. Idl ew ild , La Gu ardia,  New ark , and Te terboro are  
all un de r t he  P ort  o f New Yor k Autho rit y,  w hich  is a c orp ora tion.

Mr.  F riedel. And they  are  d oing  a v ery  good  job?
Mr. Seidm an. Yes, and th at is a gov ernment corpo rat ion .
Mr. F riedel. The FA A  on ly has  jur isd ict ion  as fa r as saf ety  is 

concern ed ?
Mr. Seidman. These are local ai rp or ts,  and th ere is a no ther  quest ion 

of  policy as to wheth er these ou gh t to be ai rp or ts op erated  by local 
ju ris dic tio ns . Congress  ha s d ete rm ined  otherwise .

In  Al aska , fo r exam ple, we ha d ai rp or ts  at  An chorage and  F a ir 
ban ks which  had been co ns tru cte d by the  Fe de ra l Governm ent and  
whi ch, a t the tim e of  sta teh ood, were  tu rned  ove r to  the State  of  
Al aska  by the Fe de ral Go vernm ent . Th is is a de ter mi na tio n which 
has been made by the  Con gress whi ch I  don’t th in k would  be ap pr o
pr ia te  for  me to qu estio n it  here .

Mr. F riedel. In  oth er words , you don’t feel th at  W ash ington  Na 
tio na l A ir port  o r t he Dulles  A ir port  c ould  be run as a co rporati on  in 
a business like  way unless  the  FA A  has  thei r finge r in the  pie  ?

Mr. S eidman . No, I wo uld no t sa y th at .
Mr . F riedel. Tha t is the po in t I  asked about. Co uld  it  be ru n 

efficiently un de r the  Co rp or at ion wi thou t the FA A  ha vi ng  ju ris dic 
tio n?

Mr. Seidm an. The  ai rp or ts undoub ted ly  c ould be e fficien tly run by 
a co rporat ion setup, say , like th e P ort  of New Yo rk Aut ho ri ty , bu t 
with in  th e executive branch  of  th e Government , th is cre ate s anoth er 
pro blem.

I f  i t is to  be opera ted  bv a Fed er al  Co rporation , you  have to  look 
at  it  fr om  th e v iew point  of  th e Pr es id en t o f the  U ni ted St ates  and his  
job  and how he  supervises the  activ ities .

I f  yo u cre ate  i t as a sepa ra te en tit y,  obviously , the Pr es id en t could 
no t devo te the kind  o f p ers onal at tent io n to it  a t the supervi sory level 
th at would be require d.

In  the  no rm al p rac tice then he  look s to one of hi s sub ordina te officials 
in  the  C ab inet  o r e lsewhere in th e executive bra nch. Thi s is the rea
son fo r hav ing the FAA A dm in is trat or  as the sup erv iso r.

Mr . F riedel. I  am  t ry in g to  g et  j us t simple answers an d I  will  a sk 
you  th is  questi on.  Do you feel th at  a corporat ion  s ep arately and dis 
tin ct ly  aw ay from  the FA A  could r un  it  in an efficient m an ne r ?

Mr. Seidman . I  will  give  you a s imple  and dir ect answ er.
Mr.  F riedel . Yes. You said no th ing about it  in yo ur  sta tem ent . 

You le ft  tha t ou t a nd I  was un de r th e imp ression th at  you are  saying 
th at  it  can o nly  run  unde r the FA A.

Mr.  S eidman. No.
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Mr. F riedel. I say that I  am in favor of a corporation , but I think 
the FA A should be out of it.

Mr. S eidman. I would say, and I  should add t ha t I have answered 
your question affirmatively and frankly,  th at we would find the elimi
nation of FAA  objectionable for other reasons. We are  looking at  it  
in terms of the organization of the  executive branch and from the point 
of view of the President , which I think  has to be considered, in what 
he does in carrying out his responsibilities for the conduct of the 
executive branch of the Government. We have, and this is general 
policy, opposed the establishment of a large number of small inde
pendent agencies. This is an across-the-board policy.

Mr. F riedel. Do you compare the Panama Canal with  Dulles? 
Are you comparing those?

Mr. Seidman. In what respect? As a business-type activity?
Mr. F riedel. The Government is in certain things , in the Panama 

Canal and St. Lawrence Seaway.
Mr. Seidman. These arc corporations, correct.
Mr. F riedel. Are you try ing  to compare those with the Dulles 

Airpor t?
Mr. Seidman. Tha t is correct , in terms of organizat ion, the nature 

of business activity, and relationship to people in the executive branch 
of the Government below the President.

Mr. F riedel. Would you compare it with the  Expor t-Im por t Bank?
Mr. Seidman. The Exp ort -Im por t Bank, no. The Export- Import 

Bank  is a corporation, bui of a very entirely  different character. Tha t 
is essentially not an operating corporation. It  is a financial inst itu
tion. It  is a bank. I wouldn’t compare the Pennsylvania  Railroad 
and the American Securi ty & Trust. They are different types of in
stitutions, even though they  both are of a corporate character.

Mr. F riedel. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Hemphill ?
Mr. Hemphill. Yes, sir. Fir st, I want to congra tulate you on 

your  statement. I think  it is very clar ifyin g and certainly a credit 
to your departm ent of the executive branch of the Government. If  
this  were a separate  corporat ion out from under  the FAA, in effect 
we would practically lose all congressional control, wouldn’t we?

Mr. Sedman. You would not lose congressional control. You 
would certainly  lose executive branch control because I doubt that 
the President would be giving much personal attent ion to it.

Mr. Hemphill. I noticed in your statement tha t it is the opinion 
of your depar tment th at from a business standpoint i f the  legislation 
is passed this Corporation will run  the airports  in a more businesslike 
manner. That is the gist of your statement ?

Mr. Seidman. Th at is our intention and purpose.
Mr. H emphill. I am glad to have you make tha t statement and I  

couldn’t help but thin k when you were talk ing a minute ago t ha t we 
always have to be carefu l that we don’t p ut ourselves in the position 
of the Dixon-Yates climate of some years ago. 1 don't care to pass 
on that because I  am pre tty par tial,  but  certainly I don’t want to put 
the Federal Aviat ion Agency in that, predicament at this  time.

I am just  afra id tha t if it were taken out from under the contro l of 
tha t Agency and, therefore, the executive branch of the Government, 
it would have tha t possibility. Do you have tha t feeling?
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Mr. Seidman. Tha t is right . I  thin k you need someone. The President wants  someone who, one, has  knowledge and, two, has other areas of responsibil ity which relate to the p articula r activity and who can, on his behalf, be concerned with general policy, not the day-to- day management. The FAA  isn’t going to get in on that.  Certainly the Pres iden t wants to see someone on his behalf taking  a look at the Corpora tion to see t hat  its general policies conform with his policies and th at i t is efficiently operated.
Mr. H emphill. I certainly thank you, sir.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Seidman. Thank  you.
Mr. Williams. Thank you very much.
Mr. Seidman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. W illiams. I have made a canvass among members of the subcommittee and it  appears tha t our attendance this afternoon, should we set hear ings, would be very, very sparse, and I  discussed with Mr. Schulte and his associates of the Federal Aviation Agency the question of whether they should appear this afternoon or perhaps set ano ther date.
We find ourselves in agreement that th eir  testimony would be rath er important and of a g reat deal of intere st to the members of the subcommittee, and so if it  is agreeable with o ther members of the subcommittee, we will adjourn now and the C hair  will announce the next date for these hearings, as soon as we can work it out satisfac torily.(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.)
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